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Preface 
 

 These reports never happen without help.  We owe thanks to superintendents 

Mr. Dan Oakley, Dr.Tami Roskamp, and Mr. David Messersmith, who were most 

gracious in supplying information requested by us.  We are also certain that thanks go 

to their secretaries who did the necessary search through the files to find the 

information.  Special thanks also go to the Board of Education members and district 

administrators who gave generously of their time in order to gain their insight and 

thoughts concerning this process.   

  Without all of the aforementioned assistance, this report would have been less 

than complete. 
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History of School District Reorganization in Illinois 

Schooling for the early settlers of Illinois consisted of one-room schools in which 

the students were from rural backgrounds.  These schools taught predominately the 

ñthree Rôsò and the teachers more often than not were ñboarded outò to families of the 

students.  Control of these schools was almost entirely local in nature as they were built 

and run by the citizens of the community in which the students lived.  Parcels of land 

were set aside for the local schools in the Northwest Territory and other states west of 

the original thirteen colonies.  

The Free School Law was passed in 1825, which established common schools 

for all white citizens between the ages of five and twenty-five.  Aid for these schools was 

provided by the state in the amount of two out of every one hundred state tax dollars 

collected.  

This period was marked by the influx of immigrants, which began flooding into 

Illinois.  With these immigrants, came a need for a more modern form of education.  The 

needs of these immigrants included more than the three Rôs, as they required language, 

history and political instruction.  Schools supported by the public became an accepted 

part of the communities and as the school became bigger and more sophisticated, the 

intervention of state finances and control became more prevalent in the local schools. 

As school districts were developing, a fragmenting of districts began to appear.  

Natural boundaries became the districtôs borders and districts that were wealthier in 

assessed valuation tended to try to restrict their boundaries so as to not conflict with 

their neighbors who were not as financially fortunate.  Thus began, even at this point 

historically, a financial separation in which the wealthy school districts wanted to 



Abingdon/Avon/BPC Feasibility Study Part I Results Jan. 28, 2010 Page 

 
 6 

 

 

maintain their privileged position and exclude their less fortunate neighboring school 

districts.  

The one-room schoolhouse was fast becoming out-moded in Illinois as in other 

Midwestern states with the rapid influx of population and the substantial growth of urban 

areas.  These areas required a higher quality, more diverse educational program than 

could be provided by the one-room school with its single teacher. 

By 1845, the Office of Superintendent of Public Instruction had been established. 

Section 6 of that law stated that the Superintendent ñéshall use his influence to reduce 

to a system of practical operation the means of common schools in the stateéò 

The following year, the Board of Trustees was created to authorize the 

reorganization of school districts and hold title to all school property.  This Board of 

Trustees was elected and functioned between the level of the state and the local Board 

of Education.  In effect, this Board of Trustees could create, alter and/or dissolve school 

districts if petitioned by local boards of education.  Today, this little known public body, 

controls annexation and, detachment petitions that are brought to them by the Regional 

Superintendent of Schools from local boards of Education and citizenôs petitions.  

With the passage of the 1870 Illinois Constitution, the General Assembly stated 

that they ñéshall provide a thorough and efficient system of free schools, whereby all 

the children of the state may receive a good common school education.  It was this time 

that the General Assembly curtailed the formation of Special Charter School Districts 

with its Act of 1872.  

With the rapid expansion of the population centers in Illinois due to continued 

waves of immigration, it became necessary to reorganize school districts into larger  
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educational units in the urban areas.  With this reorganization, changes in administrative 

and instructional patterns became necessary to improve the quality of schools.  

However, then as now the rural population reluctantly gave way to the 

reorganization of larger school districts.  The loss of local control of their schools has 

presented a prevalent historical trend.  One of the prime obstacles to the formation of 

larger school districts was the problem of widely scattered populations in which the 

students couldnôt be transported to larger schools because there was no transportation 

system in place. 

The General Assembly in 1909 started the school consolidation movement when 

it allowed school districts to consolidate based upon a majority vote of the citizens in 

each affected district.  Also, in 1909, the General Assembly passed legislation 

mandating that districts which did not have a high school, must pay the tuition for each 

student whose parents were unable to pay.  By 1915, the enrollment of students in high 

school had risen by 15% while the elementary school enrollment had risen by only 1%.  

With these pieces of legislation, the concept of consolidating schools to provide a 

quality education was begun. 

By 1917, consolidated and non-high school districts were formed.  Tuition was 

paid for all eighth grade students who lived in non-high school districts, to the nearest 

district where a high school was present. 

State aid per child was first legislated in 1927.  Every district was eligible for nine 

dollars per child in attendance for students in grades one through eight.  Less wealthy 

districts were given an additional incentive for additional state aid amounting to twenty-
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five dollars per student if the district levied the maximum education tax rate allowed 

without referendum. 

The Depression created an even wider disparity in school ability to generate 

income in that state aid was apportioned by the amount of local money generated; thus, 

wealthier districts generated more revenue and in turn received more state aid.  This 

wide financial disparity created indirectly the initial legislation concerning reorganization 

of school districts in the early 1940ôs. 

Transportation remained one of the earliest and largest impediments to the 

interest in consolidating school districts in Illinois.  Students living in rural areas were so 

widely scattered that a system for collecting and delivering students to centralized 

schools became a necessity for districts considering consolidation.  In 1939, the 

legislature appropriated a half million dollars for transportation aid to school districts for 

the first time.  With this aid from the state, the period of largest consolidation was 

beginning.  

Another problem facing school districts that were investigating consolidation was 

the financial inequities given to the dual system of districts in the State of Illinois.  Illinois 

maintains three types of school districts.  The first is separate elementary and high 

school districts operating autonomously in generally the same district boundaries; 

however, it is common for a number of elementary districts to feed into a single high 

school district.  Unit districts, which encompass both the elementary and high school 

districts were in existence but fairly small in number at this time. 

Prior to 1945, both type districts were eligible for the same state aid and tax rate 

limitations.  Thus unit districts were asked to provide an elementary and high school 
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education on basically the same taxing amounts that a separate elementary or high 

school would generate.  In 1945, the legislature gave the unit districts equal taxing 

power to the dual districts and in addition, unit districts were given a lower qualifying 

rate for entrance into state aid reimbursements.  In effect, unit districts were now given 

essentially financial parity with dual districts and the lower qualifying rate for state aid 

provided a powerful incentive for the formation of unit districts.  As a result of the 

aforementioned legislation, the number of districts declined from 11,000 to 5,000 by 

1950. 

More recent legislation has further created financial incentives for districts to 

consolidate.  In 1983, legislation was enacted to guarantee that districts, which 

consolidated were insured of state aid that would not be less than would have been 

generated separately.  This parity was insured for a period of three years.  

In addition, state incentive money was guaranteed to equalize the salaries of the 

certified employees of districts that consolidated.  This aid was also in the form of a 

three-year guarantee, which theoretically would give a newly formed district time to deal 

with staffing problems that would normally accrue in the formation of a new school 

district and the combination of employees. 

Probably, the most significant incentive legislated in the 1983 package, was the 

state incentive aid on a one-time basis that would erase the ñoperational deficitò of 

combining districts.  This legislation therefore would bring all districts combining at least 

to a zero level and enable the newly formed district to begin operations without a deficit 

in its main operating funds. 
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By 1985, the State Board of Education was investigating not only the financial 

aspects of school consolidation but also the educational inequities that were present in 

schools of various sizes.  A study was commissioned by ISBE that examined the effects 

of enrollment size and district type on the quality of the educational program.  This study 

reported minimal and optimal sizes of effective high schools in Illinois based on the 

number of courses available, achievement of students, number of teacherôs 

preparations required and educational offerings available in high schools.  Highest 

achievement was found to occur in high schools of between 494-1279 students.  What 

ensued was legislation in the Omnibus 1985 reform educational legislation that 

determined that a minimal size for school districts and that unit districts were preferred 

over a dual district format.  

Mandated reorganization committees were formed and given the task of studying 

reorganization in every region in the State of Illinois.  Committee members were 

appointed by local boards of education.  With few exceptions, these members were 

sympathetic to the current district structure and most of these committeesô resisted 

ISBE efforts to impose reorganization.  As the political ramifications of school 

reorganization rose to the top of the political arena, the Governor and the State 

Superintendent ñreinterpretedò their intent of these reorganization committees and 

withdrew the minimal size of districts reorganizing and the preferred status of unit 

districts.  With this, the reorganization committees, by and large, performed perfunctorily 

and made reports, which stated that no reorganization was needed or wanted by most 

districts in the state.  
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Legislation since 1983 has removed many of the disincentives discouraging 

reorganization.  While the mandated avenue of reorganization at the state level has met 

with a great deal of resistance by the local school districts, the legislature and ISBE has 

attempted to encourage further reorganization by enacting legislation favorable to 

districts contemplating reorganization.  Currently, there are more alternative methods 

now available to districts besides the referendum, which has been the historical model 

used to reorganize school districts.  This variety of methods has sparked a renewed 

interest with generally smaller unit districts in dealing with their sparse high school 

populations.  Also, small districts in general are looking at reorganization simply 

because the economy of size has caught up with their districts and they are finding it 

increasingly more difficult to fund the quality education of their students in an equitable 

and efficient manner.  Therefore, the trend toward consolidation in the State of Illinois 

should continue as districts explore the various alternatives now open to them. 

 



Historical Considerations and Alternative Strategies 

During the last fifty years, many school districts in Illinois have changed in the 

size of the geographic area that they serve as well as in their pattern of organization.  

Although it seems that Illinois has a large number of school districts (872 in 2007), it 

was not that long ago (1940s) that the state had over 12,000 districts. 

There has been increasing emphasis in recent years on reducing the total 

number of school districts and on increasing the geographic area served by districts in 

order to increase both the size of student enrollment and staff.  In May of 1985, the 

State Board of Education published yet another study on school district organization.  

This report found that there was evidence that students: 

"In the hundreds of very small school districts were 
receiving a significant loss in opportunity to learn when 
the courses available to them are compared with those 
available to students in high schools with enrollments of 
over 500 pupils."  
 

This study further concluded that the current system of organization meant that: 

"Uniform access to both adequate financial support and 
reasonable educational quality is not permitted by the 
present organization of our school districts." 

 
Public Act 84-126 enacted in 1985 made sweeping changes and mandated the 

school reorganization of many smaller districts into larger districts through an elaborate 

set of procedures.  However, within nine months of its enactment, the general assembly 

modified the reform bill with the passage of Public Act 84-1115, which effectively 

eliminated the mandatory reorganization procedures, which had been created by the 

earlier law. 

Since the passage of PA 84-1115, it appears to some that there is literally an 

unannounced plan to bring about school consolidation as a result of additional reform 
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legislation; increased activities by the State Board of Education through more stringent 

rules and regulations; and legislative finance policies which place increasing pressure 

on local property to support schools.  The combination of these factors continues to 

apply unrelenting pressure upon small districts to reorganize in some way into larger 

units of instruction.  Added to these three forces, one must add a fourth and most recent 

one in the form of the State Board of Higher Education, high school requirements for 

admission to Illinois colleges and universities. 

Despite well-researched studies as to the benefits of greater equity, the ability to 

attract higher quality teachers, the ability to increase both the depth and breadth of 

curricular offerings and a number of other "benefits" to be derived from economies of 

scale, those school reorganizations which actually take place are most often brought 

about by concern over increasing tax loads at the local level. 

Recently, financial equity plans have included a statewide constitution challenge 

to the school funding formula.  By seeking judicial relief in the form of a court case 

showcasing the inequity of school district financing in Illinois, school districts 

endeavored to change the current school district funding formula.  While this effort was 

unsuccessful, it can be assumed that in the future, there will be other judicial or 

constitutional challenges to the system of financing Illinois schools, which have 

precipitated a disparate financing formula for the school children of Illinois. 

Although the primary question in this study relates to the procedures and 

processes by which school districts might reorganize, the fact is that there have been 

less than fifty consolidations of school districts in the past five years.  This translates 

into a consolidation figure of about five percent of the stateôs school districts.  This low 
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percentage is particularly remarkable when one considers that over half of the high 

schools in the state have enrollments of less than five hundred students.  Given these 

realities, this section is intended to address some ñalternativesò being practiced in the 

state to inform the districts involved in this study. 

Legislative Facilitation 

Cooperative agreements between school districts or between school districts and 

other governmental agencies have provided some viable consolidation alternatives.  

Probably more Illinois districts than not, are involved in cooperatives in the areas of 

special education, vocational education, or both.  What about areas other than these? 

The broadest statutory authority supporting such a move is the Intergovernmental 

Cooperation Act, (Chapter 127, Sections 741 - 745 (1985).  This Act states that: 

ñPowers, privileges, or authority exercised 
... by a public agency of this state may be 
exercised and enjoyed jointly with any other 
public agency of this state." 

 
This appears to authorize school districts to cooperate with each other in all of the 

normal functions carried on by school districts.  Chapter 147, Section 745, further states 

that: 

ñOne or more public agencies may contract 
with other public agencies to perform any 
governmental service, activity, or undertaking, 
which any of the agencies is authorized by law 
to perform, provided that such contract is 
authorized by the governing body of each 
party." 

 
Also, in 1985, Chapter 122 (School Code) was revised to authorize school districts to 

permit students to attend the schools of other districts.  One limitation is that every 

school board must still maintain at least one elementary school within the district.  More 
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recent legislation took this process a step further.  As a result of school code revisions 

in 1986, school boards may deactivate and reactivate high and junior high school 

facilities under specific conditions, thus giving districts some time to thoroughly study 

the issue of consolidation.  High schools and junior high schools may be deactivated 

indefinitely, with their students sent to another school in another district.  This action 

may be taken with the approval of the voters in the sending district and the approval, by 

proper resolution, of the school board of the receiving district. 

Another of the more recent legislative statutes, (P.A. 85-759), is the Cooperative 

High School Attendance Centers legislation.  This legislation is a natural extension of 

the inter-governmental legislation mentioned above.  This legislation is one of the 

approved methods for school district reorganization in Illinois, but has not yet been 

utilized by a school district.  

Educational Cooperatives and Programming, Alternative 

Taking the cooperative model of Special and Vocational education, some school 

districts have entered into the formation of academic cooperatives.  The Leland School 

District, LaSalle County #1, has been involved in a curriculum cooperative with the 

Somonauk School District #432 for many years.  Both of the high schools have very 

small student enrollments.  Yet, under a tuition agreement, students of both schools 

have access to courses in foreign languages, art, business, science, and other subjects 

that might not have been available without the agreement.  The two districts developed 

a tuition agreement, which provided a formula for determining how much each district 

was charged based upon the ñper capita tuition charge.ò  As an outgrowth of the 
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agreement, similar calendars, testing schedules, and transportation schedules were 

arranged cooperatively between the districts. 

 The Waterman School District #431 and Shabonna School District #524 share 

several high school staff members, course offerings, transportation, and costs related to 

these functions.  The districts have also combined their music programs that have 

resulted in one band and one chorus. 

Schools in the area of the Toulon-Lafayette School District, band together to pool 

their resources by sharing staff, utilizing the local community colleges, and investing in 

microwave television hookups.  These brief examples only begin to discuss academic 

cooperation, which is being carried out between and among many small districts in the 

state. 

 For many years the Hoopeston area school district and Rossville-Alvin school 

district have shared their curricular offerings, transporting students between the two 

high schools each period of the school day. 

 
Staff Recruitment, Retention, and Development Alternatives 

A shortage of teachers, keeping good teachers, and in-service education 

opportunities are problems relating to staffing that often force consolidation.  Districts 

may combat the problem of teacher shortages in the small district through the following 

strategies: 

¶ Make all district personnel and board members aware of shortages. 

¶ Print brochures pointing up local advantages. 

¶ Offer part-time additional jobs for qualified teachers. 

¶ Establish cooperative staff development. 

¶ Help teachers procure housing at a reasonable cost. 
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¶ Promote the benefits and challenges of a small district. 

¶ Share a teacher among several districts in a technical or low incidence 
program (advanced math, electronics, physics, and music). 

¶ Give academic credit for experience outside of teaching. 

¶ Provide summer job assistance for teachers. 

¶ Offer extended contracts for teaching on a year-round or near year-round 
basis. 

Others who have worked on this problem suggest making salary and fringe 

benefits competitive, but a caution here is that community support is even more 

essential.  Other approaches include the subsidizing of further education of teachers in 

small districts, encouraging churches and civic organizations to include teachers in their 

activities, and making recreational programs in the community available to teachers. 

Staff development is a particularly critical area for recruiting and holding teachers 

in small communities.  Teacher assistance teams can be established so that teachers 

may help other teachers, and visits to nearby districts are always a possibility.  The 

Regional Office of Education (ROE) should be approached for specific and worthy 

in-service programs, which the districts want, not just what the ROE wishes to provide.  

Federal grants for staff development are available as are state assistance grants.  

Teachers can be reimbursed for college credit and should be encouraged to take as 

many courses in a new subject matter as possible.  Finally, every district has "experts" 

living in the surrounding area that can be called upon to provide valuable in-service 

training to teachers.  

Administrative Alternatives 

William Collier, retired superintendent in the Dunlap Unit School District, 

proposes that one superintendent be shared by several school districts to reduce costs 

and gain greater economy of scale.  In an administrative co-op, two small districts can 
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share the services of one superintendent and a small office staff.  Duties and 

responsibilities associated with the Superintendent's position would remain much the 

same.  Possible strengths include the fact that one person would be totally aware of the 

cooperating districts strengths and weaknesses and would be able to make adjustments 

easily.  Collier provides a list of areas where sharing could occur as a result of 

administrative cooperation:  food service, transportation, gifted education, legal 

services, guidance programs, driver education, purchasing, staff development, and staff 

sharing.  Superintendent Collier claims that,  

"Many of the concerns of small districts 
could be eliminated by' well organized 
and trusting cooperation."'  

 

Several recommendations (from the IASB Journal article entitled, "Tips for Sharing 

Administrators" by William H. Phillips) have been developed by a superintendent who 

had direct experience with administrative cooperatives.  In the article, Dr. Phillips relates 

his experience as a superintendent of two school districts and provides suggestions for 

superintendents contemplating administrative sharing with two or more school districts:  

¶ Share superintendents but do not share principals. 

¶ Re-define the superintendent's job so that the workload is the 
equivalent of one position, not two or three. 

¶ Establish one central administrative office.  

¶ Do not have the superintendent wasting time between separate 
district offices. 

¶ Create continuing communication linkages between 
participating school boards. Joint informational board meetings 
enhance economy of time by allowing the superintendent to 
keep all boards informed with a single report. 
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Technological Alternatives 

A major success story in the area of technology is that of Hall-Spring Valley High 

School.  At this high school, satellite television in the classroom allows students to 

communicate with students in other schools both inside and outside of this country.  In 

this particular case, government surplus materials were used to build the receiving 

station.  The Illinois location also permits the use of lower cost receiving equipment.  

Educational advantages are numerous and include the capability to tape programs for 

later playback.  District administrators report that this technology has improved virtually 

every program in the school system. 

In Carroll County, the Television Cooperative provides the use of a two-way 

interactive television system and cable facilities.  Curricular advantages include being 

able to offer courses that usually attract only a small number of students in one school 

district such as advanced level mathematics, science, and foreign language.  A second 

important feature of the system is the opportunity to utilize the best teachers to teach 

more students.  This arrangement further motivates and challenges students, promotes 

higher levels of student achievement, and increases the efficiency of teacher 

instructional time. 

An additional technological means of enhancing the financial and educational 

services of the small district is to establish a network linking a mainframe or 

mini-computer to terminals housed in several small districts.  Districts can share the 

costs of programming and maintenance of the single larger computer.  The Gillette, 

Wyoming, school district is a national show place of connecting far-flung individual 

schools together through the use of the computer. 
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The focus of this section of the study has discussed Alternatives to 

Reorganization that school districts may utilize in Illinois.  It has focused on the options 

and alternatives for high schools.  It should be noted for information purposes that 

elementary districts may also utilize these same alternatives for their elementary and 

junior high school programs. 
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A Brief Literature Review 

The issue of reorganization has been the focus of several studies throughout the 

United States.  One of the common themes in the literature has been the "strengths of 

rural schools."  Stephens (1986) lists several of the commonly accepted attributes of 

small schools: smaller classes, individual attention by teachers, low drop-out rates, the 

opportunity to develop student leadership, strong family and community support, and 

good parental interaction. 

Monk and Haller (1986), in a study of rural New York schools, found that 

substantial problems exist in small schools and these problems significantly 

disadvantage students who attend them.  At the same time, Monk and Haller found that 

small districts provide important educational advantages to pupils and to the 

communities they serve.  The weaknesses identified by Monk and Haller included: 

¶ Limited Curricula 

¶ Scheduling difficulties that further limit programs  

¶ Shortage of teachers in some subject areas 

¶ Faculty have heavy and non-specialized teaching loads 

¶ Educational aspirations of the students and community tend to be low.  

 
The strengths identified by Monk and Haller included: 

¶ Schools are the focal point of the community 

¶ Schools are devoid of discipline problems evident in large urban districts  

¶ Students learn the "basics" as well as other students and sometimes better  

¶ Schools provide opportunities to develop leadership potential and 
non-academic skills  

 
Monk and Haller noted that some problems appear in only the very smallest of 
schools (i.e., those schools with fewer than 100 students per grade level).  It 
should be noted that Illinois currently has at least 250 school districts that enroll 
fewer than 100 students per grade level. 
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Regarding school size, Webb (1977) states:  

óStudies relating to effective and desirable sizes of school districts indicate that 
school district size is not an absolute, that the "optimum size" will vary from state 
to state and that size is but one of many factors related to educational quality and 
operational efficiencyô. (p. 365) 

 
They also noted that in small rural schools, if a student does not relate well to a 

teacher, he/she has no other choices.  Similarly, many students are pressured into 

participating in extra-curricular activities in which they have no interest or may not have 

the physical abilities needed.  Additionally, students are unable to avoid incompetent 

teachers.  Monk and Haller note that while small schools give teachers the opportunity 

to know their students better, this also provides increased opportunities for harmful 

mistakes by teachers. 

Hughes (1990) studied the 100 smallest schools in Wisconsin from May 1987, 

through October 1988.  The study identified the same small school attributes and 

disadvantages as Monk, Haller and Stephens.  Hughes stated that following advantages 

selected from the study were verified by the literature: broader student participation, 

close personal relationships, student leadership opportunities, community support, 

better school climate and student attitudes, fewer discipline problems and greater 

flexibility.  The constraints identified by Hughes were: limited administrative and 

supervisory personnel, teachers spread too thin, lack of cultural diversity, limited 

offerings for students, difficulty in recruiting and keeping staff, restricted facilities and 

higher per pupil costs.  Hughes was not able to show that small schools had higher test 

scores or that small school graduates had a higher rate of college completion. 

A recurring problem for small rural schools, as identified by Monk, Haller, Stephens 

and Hughes is attracting and retaining competent staff.  One of the contributing factors 
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could be salaries paid to beginning and veteran teachers in small rural schools.  In a survey 

of school administrators in Illinois, Hall and Smith-Dickson (1991) found that 122 of 499 

reporting districts believed their salary schedules were not competitive and hindered the 

recruitment of qualified teachers.  Sher (I986) was commissioned by the North Carolina 

School Board Association to critique a 1986 report by the State Board of Public Instruction 

that called for larger school districts.  In his analysis of the report, Sher concluded that there 

was no solid foundation for believing that wholesale elimination of school districts would 

improve educational opportunities and stated that reorganization should be strictly 

voluntary.  In his report, Sher made the following five points: 

1. Merger decisions are too complex and far-reaching in their impact to be 
made any way other than on a case-by-case basis. 

 
2. Good schools and school districts come in all shapes and sizes (as do 

poor ones) and therefore, educational policies, which place too much 
reliance on any rigid size and organizational criteria are likely to be 
counterproductive. 

 
3. Since directly mandating across-the-board mergers will not advance any 

compelling state interest, the state should discontinue all backdoor 
approaches to the same end. 

 
4. There are a variety of alternatives to consolidation that can expand 

educational opportunities and enhance cost-effectiveness without 
abolishing existing units.  Most important, organizational issues like 
merger are very rarely the key to enhancing the quality and efficiency of 
public education. 

 
5. Most important, organizational issues like merger are very rarely the key 

to enhancing the quality and efficiency of public education.  
Occasionally, making schools and school districts bigger is helpful, but 
more often it is merely a diversion away from the greater task of finding 
new ways to positively influence the lives of children and to increase the 
effectiveness of those who work in their service. 
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School District Reorganization in Illinois Since 1985 

During the last fifty years, many school districts in Illinois have changed the size 

of the geographic area that they serve and in the manner in which they are organized.  

Although today it seems that Illinois has an extremely large number of school districts, it 

should be remembered that a few decades ago this state had an even larger number of 

school districts.  Before the end of World War II, Illinois had nearly 12,000 school 

districts.  Through the evolutionary process, the number has decreased to the point 

where the current number of school districts in Illinois is 872. 

There has been increased emphasis in recent years on reducing the total 

number of school districts and on increasing the geographic area served by districts in 

order to increase districts student enrollment, high school course offerings, assessed 

valuation, and staff size.  In May of 1985, the Illinois State Board of Education published 

a study on school district reorganization.  The report found that there was evidence that 

students "in the hundreds of very small districts were receiving a significant loss in 

opportunity with those available to students in high schools with enrollments over 500 

students."  That study concluded that the current system of organization meant that, 

"uniform access to both adequate financial support and reasonable educational quality 

is not permitted by the present organization of our school districts. 

Part of the education reform legislation that became effective on August 1, 1985, 

provided for school district reorganization.  Public Act 84-126 made sweeping changes 

and mandated the school reorganization of many smaller districts into larger districts 

through an elaborate set of Procedures.  However, shortly after enactment of that law, 

the General Assembly modified the law by Public Act 84-1115.  That law effectively 
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eliminated the mandatory reorganization procedures, which had been created by the 

earlier law. 

Notwithstanding, the General Assemblyôs action, which caused Illinois to step 

back from mandated reorganization, there still exists strong interest and concern about 

what has come to be called "school consolidation."  School consolidation is the general 

term, which covers many of the different methods for school districts to be combined, 

deactivated, dissolved, annexed or otherwise reorganized. 

The reason reorganization proposals have been increasing is based on 

legislation that has encouraged consolidations in the state by allowing the various 

school districts to choose from an expanded list of methods and procedures to 

consolidate.  In addition, the financial incentives passed by the General Assembly 

continue to be a strong impetus to school districts that are increasingly experiencing 

financial trouble based upon lowered assessed valuations and declining student 

enrollments. 

As a clear example of the progress of school district reorganization in Illinois, the 

number of school consolidations in the period of 1980-85 was six consolidations.  

Additionally, at this period, there were only three authorized methods of school district 

consolidation.  As a result of numerous State Board of Education studies, there was 

adopted in 1983, the first piece of significant legislation that addressed the problem of 

school district reorganization "disincentives."  In 1983, three financial incentives were 

promulgated by the General Assembly.  These incentives paid for the operating debt 

deficits between consolidating districts from the education, operations, and 

transportation and working cash fund balances of school districts.  Reorganization 



Abingdon/Avon/BPC Feasibility Study Part I Results Jan. 28, 2010 Page 

 
 26 

 

 

incentives were based upon prior year's budget balances, equalizing the salaries of 

full-time, certified employees from the newly reorganized districts for a period of three 

years, and holding harmless the amount of General State Aid to be received in a newly 

reorganized district. 

In 1985, the Omnibus Education Bill, was enacted which addressed school 

district reorganization with its mandatory provisions while the General Assembly 

repealed the mandatory provisions of the legislation, the required studies were 

completed and seemed to initiate interest in the process of reorganization throughout 

the state.  As proof of the increasing interest in school district reorganization, there were 

44 school consolidations in the period of 1985-90 with 62 additional consolidations in 

the time period of 1990-98. 

Districts are now able to pick from an expanded list of authorized methods of 

school district reorganization.  There are currently eleven authorized methods of school 

district reorganization.  From this list of authorized methods, two methods, 11A 

consolidation and Article 7, annexations have constituted over 90% of the 

consolidations in the state since 1985.   

 In addition, another financial incentive was added to the three existing incentives.  

This incentive provides for a payment of up to three years of $4,000.00 per full-time, 

certified staff member in a newly reorganized district.  The financial incentives paid to 

school districts have amounted to over $103,000,000 from the period of 1986-1998.  

During the 1991-92 school years, the legislature did not allocate enough money to pay 

all of the incentive claims made upon the Illinois State Board of Education, and the 

$4,000 per certified employee incentive was not paid to some newly consolidated 
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districts until the following year.  However, in 1993 and in all subsequent years, enough 

funds have been allocated to pay all of the reorganization incentive claims made by 

newly consolidated districts. 

Among the currently authorized methods of school district reorganization are eight 

different legal processes that encompass different kinds of school districts and their 

legal consolidation or dismemberment.  The names of the appropriate sections from the 

Illinois School Code are utilized to identify the separate legal processes in school district 

reorganization. 

1. Article 11E, formerly 11A, Unit District formation is the only method by which 
a new unit district can be formed from currently existing unit districts or a 
combination of elementary and high school districts.  This is one of the more 
commonly utilized methods of reorganization.  Districts using this method are 
able to access all four financial incentives.  Districts utilizing this method must 
pass with a majority of voters in each affected area to approve the 
proposition. 

 
2. Article 11E, formerly 11B, Combination of Elementary and High School 

Districts utilizes basically the same guidelines for Article 11A consolidations 
except that it combines either elementary or high school districts.  The 
proposition to create a combined school district shall pass if a majority in each 
affected district, vote in favor of the proposition.  Districts utilizing this method 
of reorganization are also eligible for the financial incentives.  

 
3.  Smaller unit districts, may convert a unit district into a dual district and annex 

their high school students to a neighboring high school district in Article 11E, 
formerly 7A.  Both the newly created elementary district and the annexing 
high school district are eligible for financial incentives.  Unit districts wanting 
to utilize this reorganization method must have a contiguous high school 
district willing to annex their high school populations. 

 
4.  Article 11E, formerly 11D, Conversions of existing unit districts into dual 

districts is an authorized method and has to date  been utilized only once in 
Illinois.  It is the only method of reorganization where more school districts are 
created than originally existed.  All newly created dual districts are eligible for 
financial incentives.  The proposition to create dual districts utilizing Article 
11D must pass in each affected area to be successful. 
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5. Article 7 Annexation has attained the status of one of the most commonly 
utilized methods of school district reorganization.  Article 7 annexations are 
approved by the Regional Board of School Trustees.  The required public 
hearing is the opportunity for local proponents and opponents to be heard by 
the Regional Board.  Annexing districts are also eligible for financial 
incentives.  In all of the  methods of reorganization, bonded indebtedness 
stays with the original existing school district.  In addition, the tax rates of the 
annexed district convert to the existing rates of the annexing district with the 
exception of the bond & interest fund.  Since 1997, annexations must now 
also be approved in a referendum by passing with a majority of voters in each 
affected district. 

 
6. Article 7-2a(a) Dissolutions allow districts with a population of less than 5,000 

to petition the Regional Board to Trustees to dissolve their district and annex 
them to one or more contiguous districts.  Petitions for dissolution may be 
made by school boards or a majority of voters in the dissolving district.  This 
"automatic" provision requires the Regional Board to dissolve the district after 
a public hearing and annex the district to one or more neighboring districts.  
Only a counter-petition signed by a majority of district voters can stop the 
boardôs dissolution petition.  The bonded indebtedness of the annexed district 
remains with the former district unless the annexing district votes to assume 
their bonded debt.  The annexing district(s) are eligible for financial 
incentives. 

 
7. Deactivations of high schools under Section 10-22.22b is the temporary 

deactivation of a high or junior high school with the approval of the board of 
the receiving district and a vote of the majority of voters in the deactivating 
district.  In this reorganization method, the deactivating district pays an 
agreed upon fee per student for educational services through an 
Intergovernmental Agreement.  These agreements begin as a two-year 
agreement but may be continued for a one or two year period.  In this 
method, the deactivated district is still existing and continues its financial 
requirements including providing transportation to the new district.  Currently, 
there are no financial incentives authorized for this reorganization method. 

 
8. Section 10-22.22c allows two or more contiguous high school or unit districts,  

to jointly operate one or more high school centers.  There is a twenty-year 
minimum time period requirement for Cooperative High Schools utilizing this 
method of reorganization.  A new board of education is created from 
members of the existing boards of cooperating districts.  Currently two of the 
four financial incentives are authorized: $4,000 per full time certified teacher 
and General State Aid equalization for four years.  This method of school 
district reorganization was created in 1987 and has not been utilized in the 
state as of this date. 
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New reorganization types authorized by P.A. 94-1019 are included within the 
new Article 11E are: 

 
9. Optional Elementary Unit District: A unit district is formed from a high school 

district and any elementary district(s) approving the consolidation.  All 
students in the territory will attend the new district for high school purposes.  
Only those students living in elementary districts electing to join the new 
district will attend for elementary purposes.  Elementary districts electing not 
to join the new district will remain separate, independent elementary districts.  
Under prior law, one elementary district could keep an entire area from 
moving forward with a unit district formation. 

 
10. Combined high school-unit district:  A high school district can combine with a 

unit district so long as both districts approve and are physically contiguous.  
The new district would serve the entire territory for high school purposes, but 
only the former unit district territory for elementary purposes. 

 
11. Multi-unit conversion;  A new conversion process is available if two or more 

unit districts want to consolidate at the high school level, but keep a separate 
elementary district for part of the territory.  The unit districts can dissolve to 
form a new combined high school-unit district serving the entire territory for 
high school purposes, and the former territory of one of the units for 
elementary purposes.  A new elementary district would be formed serving the 
former territory of the other unit district for elementary purposes. 

 
All of the above methods of school district reorganization require that teachers 

employed in newly reorganized districts maintain their teacher tenure in the new district 

in the same manner and with the same number of years on a consolidated certified 

seniority list.  In addition, all multi-year agreements with the exception of collective 

bargaining agreements, existing in reorganized districts must be honored or negotiated 

by the newly created district(s).  New legislation now requires a combined Education 

Support Personnel combined Seniority List.  Support staff must be reduced by this 

newly combined ESP Seniority List by the newly reorganized district. 

         While the subject of school district reorganization is discussed annually by the 

Illinois General Assembly there continues to be refinement of the rules and regulations 
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governing this intricate set of legal processes in Illinois.  However, there is continued 

interest in voluntary school district reorganization in Illinois due to the declining 

enrollments and fiscal conditions of many Illinois school districts.
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Illinois School Board Journal 

March/April 2006  

Proposed legislation realigns reorganization 

by William H. Phillips 

William H. Phillips is an associate professor of educational leadership at the University of Illinois-
Springfield and conducts school reorganizational studies in Illinois. 

Proposed legislation has been crafted to discuss one of the most sensitive issues involving school 
districts in Illinois: reorganization. 

In the past, the provisions of the School Code have been complicated and lengthy. Essentially, what this 
draft legislation intends to do is merge four of the eight approvable reorganization methods into a single 
article (11-E) and, in the process, allow mergers of school districts that were not previously allowed. The 
proposed legislation was written by the governor's office in conjunction with the Illinois State Board of 
Education.  

To paraphrase State Superintendent Randy Dunn, this legislation would add greater flexibility and 
efficiency to the reorganization process, while consolidating and streamlining provisions of the School 
Code. 

No language in the proposed legislation is intended to be mandatory, and voters in each district would still 
need to approve these reorganizations. 

So what are the changes, additions and implications of this lengthy proposal? 

The biggest change is the combinations allowed under a new Article 11-E of the School Code, which 
merges the only current method of creating a unit district (Article 11-A), the only way to create a new 
elementary or high school district (Article 11-B), a method to make dual districts out of unit districts 
(Article 11-D) and small unit district conversion provisions (Article 7a), in which a unit district is dissolved 
and transformed into an elementary district while concurrently annexing the high school population to a 
contiguous high school 

In this process, many of the intricacies of the previous methods have been aligned, as well as allowing 
some new combinations of school districts. New combinations would include: 

¶ Elementary districts within the same high school district could consolidate to form a unit 
district even if the districts are not contiguous.  

¶ A district (or districts) could consolidate within a high school district to form a unit district 
even if all of the elementary districts do not approve. With this provision, there is an "opt 
in" provision in which elementary districts can join the unit at a later date. This same "opt 
in" provision is also included in a possible phasing in of financial incentives for 
consolidating districts.  

¶ A high school district could consolidate with a unit district as long as both districts are 
contiguous. Later, feeder elementary districts from the former high school districts may 
also "opt in" to the newly created unit district.  

In addition, a "stair-step mechanism" is created in which the consolidating districts may reduce the 
maximum levy gradually to recognize the benefits of their consolidation. This provision would allow 
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combination of the lowest elementary districts tax rates with the high school rates without reduction if they 
exceeded the maximum allowable rates by district type for two years and then reduce annually by .10 
percent. 

In creating Article 11-E, many of the various provisions have been standardized for uniformity. Some of 
the recommendations include: 

¶ The requirements for board approval or resident signatures are standardized to 50 
signatures or 10 percent of the registered voters in each affected district, whichever is 
less.  

¶ The hearing requirements would be the same for all reorganization in which the Regional 
Superintendent would grant or deny reorganization petitions without state superintendent 
approval. If the ROE denies the petition, then the state superintendent may make the final 
decision.  

¶ Voting requirements have also been standardized so that a successful reorganization 
referendum requires a majority of voters "in each affected district for passage." This is a 
change from original requirements for 11-B reorganizations, which required a "majority of 
those voting overall."  

Other provisions 

Section 11-E-15 would allow School District Conversion with the following guidelines: 

¶ A small unit district, defined as fewer than 250 students in grades 9-12, may be dissolved 
and converted into an elementary district if the new elementary district keeps all of the 
former unit district territory and there is a concurrent annexation to a contiguous high 
school district.  

¶ Two or more contiguous unit districts or one or more unit districts and a high school 
district may form a high school district and new elementary districts based upon the 
former boundaries of the dissolved districts.  

¶ Districts may not use this second provision if they have more than 600 high school 
students. The state superintendent may grant waivers for this requirement.  

Section 11-E-25 would allow unit district formation from dual district territory exclusively. 

¶ In Section A of this provision, unit districts may be formed from territory of districts that 
do not encompass any unit district territory.  

¶ In Section B of this provision, one or more unit districts that are contiguous plus any 
territory no part of which is included within any unit district may be organized into a unit 
district.  

Section 11-E-30 allows partial elementary unit district formation. 

¶ In Section A of this provision high school district(s) and unit district(s) may be dissolved 
and form a combined high school-unit district.  

¶ In Section B of this provision a high school district and one or more elementary districts 
may organize into an "optional elementary unit district."  

¶ In Section C, there is an "opt-in" provision for those elementary districts that may wish to 
join the elementary unit district at a later date.  

Other issues 
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Other salient issues that always accompany consolidations also are discussed in this draft legislation, 
including requirements for petitions to initiate the reorganization process. They are standardized in Article 
11-E to include petitions from school boards and citizen petitions that have 50 voter signatures from "each 
affected district" or 10 percent of the registered voters from "each affected district," whichever is smallest. 

The petitions must also now set forth the maximum tax rates that the proposed district will be authorized 
to levy plus information pertaining to the Property Tax Extension Limitation Law (PTELL), including the 
"aggregate extension base" and the "debt service extension base" of the districts. 

The allowable methods on the referendum ballot to elect board members have not changed: the "default 
method" is "at large" or the choice can be to divide the new district into seven equally populated areas. 
This second method is not newly created but does require approval at the reorganization referendum. 
However, new sections deal with Board of Education membership for community unit school districts 
formed before January 1, 1975, and for combined school districts formed before July 1, 1983. These 
circumstances may be rare, but they allow for different configurations of board membership. 

The Committee of Ten retains many of the same responsibilities for reorganization. Article 11-E contains 
language that delineates vacancies on the Committee of Ten, in which the committee may replace its own 
members, is retained from previous statutes. 

Regional superintendents will continue to hold hearings under Article 11-E, with newly expanded 
requirements. At this hearing, after notice has been published, there is a required agenda including:  

¶ Evidence of school needs and conditions  

¶ Ability of proposed district to meet standards of recognition.  

¶ Consideration of division of funds and assets.  

¶ Maximum tax rates for various purposes that the proposed district shall be authorized to 
levy including PTELL information, if appropriate, which shall have information regarding 
the "aggregate extension base" and the "debt service extension base."  

Within 14 days after the conclusion of the hearing, the regional superintendent would either approve or 
deny the petition. If the regional superintendent fails to act within 21 days after the hearing or denies the 
petition, the petition is deemed to have been denied and petitioners may appeal to the state 
superintendent. If the state superintendent denies the petition, then that office issues the "specific basis 
for the denial." Administrative review for either denial is still possible within a one-year period after the 
petition by any resident of the territory described, petitioner or board member. 

Election changes 

The election process also has been standardized in that all elections for Article 11-E reorganization must 
pass with a majority of voters in each affected district. This was the same as previously required except 
that Article 11-B previously required a "majority of those voting overall." Election passage requirements 
also feature that in an "optional elementary unit district" a majority of voters in the high school district and 
at least one affected elementary district. In the case of voting requirements for elementary districts "opting 
in" later, they must also pass with a majority of voters in each affected district. Special provisions for unit 
district formation include that if "at least two unit districts voted in favor of consolidation" then the 
members of the Committee of Ten shall present an amended petition to the boards as long as the territory 
is contiguous.  

Tax rates and the voting for these rates in a referendum are changed by Article 11-E. Previously, only the 
tax rates for the education; operations, buildings and maintenance (OMB); transportation; and life safety 
funds were included on the ballot. Now each rate is to be included on the ballot, except bond and interest, 
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and there is also a new provision which allows the "maximum allowable rates by district type" to be 
exceeded for a temporary period. 

The maximum allowable rates for a new district are calculated by combining the rates currently levied in 
education, OBM and transportation funds, with the rates of the lowest participating elementary district and 
the current rates of the high school district for two years after a successful reorganization and with a 
concurrent reduction to maximum allowable rates at .10 percent per year thereafter for a newly formed 
district. Therefore, this new provision allows a newly formed district to temporarily exceed the allowable 
tax rates by district type. This provides a necessary equalization of former tax rates for a newly merged 
district. A provision also allows districts forming in April elections may submit their new rates to respective 
county clerks and they may receive their new rates in the same calendar year in which the referendum 
was approved.  

An additional section of Article 17-3 deals with tax rates in which districts may submit a referendum to 
allow them to levy a tax for a period of "not less than three years or more than 10 years." Thus, taxpayers 
and districts have a "temporary tax increase" authority. This may cause taxpayers to be more inclined to 
vote for tax increases when they know there is a sunset date for the increase. This is currently in statutes 
but not used extensively by school districts. 

The issue of bonded indebtedness of a newly reorganized district always has been a prominent issue. 
Article 11-E again uses the concept that bonded indebtedness "stays with the district and its boundaries 
that originally issued the bonds." Also as previously allowed, bond sales may be approved at the same 
time in the passage of a reorganization referendum.  

Teacher tenure or "contractual continued service" remains mostly the same as previously approved. The 
only different implications allow teachers, who for five years previous to a reorganization served in a 
capacity as a high school teacher or an elementary school teacher, to transfer to the board of the type of 
school that allows them to serve in the same capacity. In the case of a teacher who previously split 
teaching assignments, the teacher can request to serve in either type of district. 

Financial incentives 

The state has offered four financial incentives for decades for districts that consolidate. Each incentive ð 
General State Aid Equalization; Teacher Salary Equalization; Debt Difference Payment; and $4,000 per 
full-time certified teacher ð is still based on an ISBE "quintile system." While there are no new incentives 
or increases in incentive amounts, there is an "opt in" provision for elementary districts merging with the 
unit district at a later date. The "opt-in" provisions are allowed for four years after a successful merger 
with other elementary districts. 

This legislation is lengthy and complicated, allowing changes in possible school district configurations, 
opting-in provisions, more tax rates being included on a referendum, districts to use a combined tax rate 
that may exceed allowable rate limits temporarily, newly expanded requirements for ROE hearings and a 
host of other issues. 

Keep in mind that all of these changes are meant to be permissive; there are no mandatory provisions for 
districts to consolidate. 

Changes of this magnitude to existing laws and procedures are bound to raise considerable interest and 
concern, if not outright skepticism. However, do not let the sheer size and number of changes keep you 
from a careful examination of this legislation that addresses, more than any legislation since 1985, the 
issue of school district reorganization in Illinois. 

Be alert for changes 
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This proposed school reorganization legislation is now SB2795. Because a bill can be amended at any 
time, some of the provisions described here may have changed by the time the Journal reaches you. 

According to Ben Schwarm, IASB associate executive director, governmental relations, the Association 
will not take an official position until the language and provisions are more finalized. 

Schwarm will keep IASB members up-to-date on changes through the weekly Alliance Legislative Report, 
available at www.iasb.com. Those who would like to have the report e-mailed to them automatically 
should e-mail Schwarm at bschwarm@iasb.com. 

mailto:bschwarm@iasb.com
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GUIDANCE DOCUMENT ON SCHOOL DISTRICT REORGANIZATIONS  

 

UNDER PUBLIC ACT 94-1019 

 

A. GENERAL INFORMATION ON PUBLIC ACT AND REORGANIZATION 

OPTIONS IN ILLINOIS   

1. What is meant by the term ñschool district reorganizationò?  

School district reorganization is the umbrella term which includes consolidation, 

combination, annexation, unit district conversion, high school deactivation, and 

cooperative high school attendance centers.  

2. In general, how does P.A. 94-1019 impact school district reorganization?  

Public Act 94-1019 consolidates Articles 7A, 11A, 11B and 11D of the School Code into a new 

Article 11E.  It adds greater flexibility and efficiency to the reorganization process.  In addition, 

it creates opportunities for new types of reorganizations not allowed under prior law. Petition and 

voting requirements are now consistent for all types of reorganizations under Article 11E. The 

new Article 11E only includes options that ensure any reorganization will be approved by the 

voters, and ensures no reorganization will raise taxes without approval by the voters in the 

affected districts.    

3. Why is it important to provide more opportunities for reorganizations?  

Illinois has approximately 875 school districts; about 200 of these districts are single-school. 

Having multiple school districts in the same geographic area can lead to unnecessary 

administrative costs.  Smaller school districts can have difficulty providing a comprehensive 

program, especially at the high school level.  In areas with multiple elementary districts feeding 

to a separate high school district, it can be difficult to achieve curricular alignment among the 

elementary, middle and senior high schools.  

4. What types of school district reorganizations are allowed after P.A. 94-1019?  

School district reorganizations can be grouped into three categories:  (A) reorganization types 

not included in Article 11E as the result of P.A. 94-1019, and therefore not impacted by this 

Act; (B) reorganization types authorized under prior law and included within Article 11E 

pursuant to P.A. 94-1019; and (C) new reorganization types authorized by P.A. 94-1019.  

A. Reorganization types not included in Article 11E as the result of P.A. 94-1019, and 

therefore not impacted by this Act  

Article 11E does not include reorganization types not involving the creation of a new 

district. These types of reorganization are:  
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 Å      Deactivation (Sec. 10-22.22b)   
Å      Cooperative High School (Sec. 10-22.22c)  

Å      Dissolution or Detachment (Article 7)  

 

P.A. 94-1019 does not impact a communityôs ability to use a reorganization process not 

included in Article 11E.  These options may still offer the best solution for a particular 

communityôs needs.  

(B)  Reorganization types authorized under prior law and included within Article 11E 

pursuant to P.A. 94-1019  

Reorganizations allowed under prior law and included within Article 11E (with minor 

changes described later) are:  

 
Small unit district conversion (previously in Article 7A of the School Code):  A small 

unit district is dissolved.  An elementary district is created, and high school students go 

to a contiguous high school district.    

Å      Unit district formation (previously in Article 11A of the School Code):  Formation 

of a K-12 district from elementary and high school (dual) territory, or from an 

existing unit district and territory not within a unit district, or from two or more 

existing unit districts.  

Å      Combined school district (previously in Article 11B of the School Code):  Two or 

more elementary districts or two or more high school districts combine to form a new 

district.  

Å      School district conversion (previously in Article 11D of the School Code):  Two 

or more unit districts combine to form elementary districts based on the old unit 

district boundaries and a new high school district overlying the entire territory.   

 
 
 C. New reorganization types authorized by P.A. 94-1019  
 

The new reorganization types authorized by P.A. 94-1019 and included within the new Article 

11E are:  

 
Å      Optional elementary unit district:  A unit district is formed from a high school 

district and any elementary district(s) approving the consolidation.  All students in the 

territory will attend the new district for high school purposes.  Only those students 

living in elementary districts electing to join the new district will attend for elementary 

purposes.  Elementary districts electing not to join the new district will remain 

separate, independent elementary districts.  Under prior law, one elementary district 

could keep an entire area from moving forward with a unit district formation.  

Å Combined high school ï unit district:  A high school district can combine with a unit 

district so long as both districts approve and are physically contiguous.  The new 

district would serve the entire territory for high school purposes, but only the former 
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 unit district territory for elementary purposes.  

Å Multi -unit conversion: A new conversion process is available if two or more unit 

districts want to consolidate at the high school level, but keep a separate  

 

elementary district for part of the territory.  The unit districts can dissolve to form a 

new combined high school-unit district serving the entire territory for high school 

purposes, and the former territory of one of the units for elementary purposes. A new 

elementary district would be formed serving the former territory of the other unit 

district for elementary purposes.    

5.   Are any of the reorganization types included in Article 11E involuntary?  

No. All reorganizations included in Article 11E must be approved by a majority vote in each of 

the districts impacted by the reorganization.  

6.   Does P.A. 94-1019 change the prior requirements for conversions, combinations and 

unit district formations?  

 
P.A. 94-1019 makes minor changes to the prior requirements for conversions, combinations 

and unit district formations to provide more opportunities for voluntary reorganizations. It 

eliminates the minimum equalized assessed valuation (EAV) and population requirements for 

the formation of unit districts and school district combinations, which lead to larger districts.  It 

also eliminates the maximum enrollment limits for school district conversions, which lead to 

larger high school districts.  The regional superintendent and State Superintendent will have 

the opportunity to review the viability of the proposed districts. Therefore, the drafters of P.A. 

94-1019 felt these statutory restrictions were unnecessary.   

  

P.A. 94-1019 also authorizes elementary districts within the same high school district to 

consolidate, even if not contiguous. These districts will always be in the same general 

geographic region, and because they feed to the same high school district, their consolidation 

can help with curricular alignment between the elementary and high school districts.  
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B.  FURTHER EXPLANATION OF ñHYBRIDò DISTRICTS  

 
P.A. 94-1019 authorizes the creation of two entirely new types of school districts:  optional 

elementary unit districts, and combined-high school unit districts.  (A multi-unit conversion is 

a new reorganization process that results in a combined high school ï unit district and one or 

more new elementary districts.)  In this guidance document, optional elementary unit districts 

and combined-high school unit districts are collectively referred to as ñhybridò districts 

because they both include some territory of the district for K ï 12 purposes, and the remaining 

territory for high school purposes only.  (In Article 11E, the statutory term for ñhybridò 

districts is partial elementary unit districts.)  The following sections further illustrate these 

options.  

 

 

1.  Optional Elementary Unit District  

An optional elementary unit district may be a desirable option for dual district territory where 

some, but not all, of the elementary districts are likely to approve a unit district formation.   

 
Å      Under this type of reorganization, a unit district is formed from the high school 

district and any elementary district(s) approving the consolidation.  Elementary 

districts A, B and C can form a unit with high school district Z, even if D does not 

join.  
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Eligibility Requirements  
P.A. 94-1019 includes protections to ensure that optional elementary unit districts are only 

formed from dual district territory with tax rates suggesting the newly-formed district can be 

viable at unit district rates.  Specifically, territory comprising at least 51% of the EAV of the 

high school district must be subject to a combined high school and elementary tax rate for 

educational purposes of 4.0% or less.    

In addition, the high school district and elementary districts must be ñsubstantially 

coterminous.ò  This means that the high school district and elementary districts share the same 

boundaries, or share the same boundaries except for territory encompassing, for a particular 

district, (i) less than 25% of the land area of the district, (ii) less than 8% of the student 

enrollment of the district, and (iii) less than 8% of the equalized assessed valuation of the 

district. If the dual territory is not ñsubstantially coterminous,ò it can become that way through 

the detachment and annexation process authorized under Article 7 of the School Code.  

ISBE can assist local districts to determine whether they are eligible to form an optional 

elementary unit district.  

Opt-in process:  
For five years following the formation of an optional elementary unit district, an elementary 

district that did not join initially can vote to join solely by a vote within that elementary 

district.  The elementary district must bond out any operational debt it has incurred since the 

new district was formed so that the debt remains the responsibility of taxpayers within the 

elementary district.  The drafters of P.A. 94-1019 did not want the elementary district to run up 

its operational debt, knowing it has the ability to opt-in to the unit and force that debt onto the 

larger territory.    

A very limited exception to the Property Tax Extension Limitation Law (PTELL) is allowed so 

that tax-cap elementary districts can convert the operational debt to bonded debt. Otherwise, a 

tax cap district that could have originally voted to join the unit district could be shut out of that 

opportunity simply because of PTELL restrictions.  P.A. 941019 adds language to the notice and 
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 ballots for an opt-in to ensure voters know that funding bonds will be issued to convert any 

operational debt to bonded debt.    

2. Combined High School ï Unit District  

A combined high school ï unit district may be a desirable option when voters in dual district 

territory wish to consolidate with a neighboring community for high school purposes, but 

want to retain their existing separate elementary school district(s).  

3. Multi -Unit Conversion  

A multi-unit conversion may be a desirable option when voters in a unit district wish to 

consolidate with a neighboring unit district for high school purposes, but want to create a 

new elementary district to maintain local control over the elementary schools.  

  

 

4.  How do the tax rates and bonding work for the ñhybrid districtsò?  

 
Å In general, for a few of the taxes levied by a hybrid district, the hybrid district will 

have a separate rate for high school purposes and a separate rate for elementary 

purposes. The high school rate will apply to the entire territory.  The elementary 

rate will only apply to the territory included for elementary purposes.   

Å A hybrid district has three types of tax rates:  elementary rates, high school rates, 

and general rates. If the district wants to increase the rates after the district has 
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 been formed, the following approval requirements apply:  

Å Elementary rates:  Any increases to tax rates for elementary purposes must 

only be approved by a majority of voters living in the territory included 

for elementary purposes.    

Å High school rates: Any increase to the high school rates must be approved 

by a majority of the voters living in both the high school-only territory, 

and the K-12 territory.  

Å General rates: Any increase to general rates (e.g., transportation, health 

life safety) must be approved by a majority of the voters living in both the 

high school-only territory, and the K-12 territory.    

Å Hybrid districts must issue bonds for either elementary or high school purposes.   

Bonds for high school purposes must be approved by a majority of voters in the 

entire territory. Bonds for elementary purposes must only be approved by a 

majority of voters included in the district for elementary purposes.  Hybrids will 

have a debt limitation applicable to the entire district for high school purposes, 

and a separate debt limitation for elementary purposes only applicable to a portion 

of the district. The districts will have flexibility to use either elementary or high 

school bond funds for expenses and facilities used by the whole district (such as 

administrator salaries, administrative offices, etc.).  

 

 

Example 1 ï Optional Elementary Unit District  
 

In this example, elementary districts A, B, and C and high school district Z have 

consolidated to form new optional elementary unit district Q.   
Å The optional elementary unit district has separate rates for K-8 and 9-12 

educational purposes, operations and maintenance purposes and special 

education. In the example below, the 9-12 rates apply to the entire 

territory (A, B, C and D below); K-8 rates only apply to the territory 

where the elementary districts elected to join the new district (A, B and 

C below).  All other rates apply to the entire territory.  

Å Rate for educational purposes (4.0% unit maximum under current law): 

The K-8 and 9-12 rates are each capped at 3.5%; the combined rate 

cannot exceed 4.0%.  

Å Rate for operations and maintenance purposes (.75% unit maximum 

under current law). The K-8 and 9-12 rates are each capped at .55%; the 

combined cannot exceed .75%.  

Å Rate for special education purposes (.80% unit maximum under current 

law):  .40% maximum rate for K-8 special education purposes, and .40% 

maximum rate for 9-12 special education purposes.  

Å All other rates are subject to unit district maximums.   
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Example 2 ï Combined High School ï Unit District  

In this example, districts Q and Z have formed a combined high school - unit district that serves 

entire the territory for 9-12 purposes, and residents of Q for K-8 purposes.   
The combined high school ï unit district has separate rates for K-8 and 9-12 
educational purposes, operations and maintenance purposes, and special 
education purposes. The 9-12 rates apply to entire territory (Q and Z below); the 
K-8 rates only apply to territory served for elementary (Q below).  All other rates 
apply to entire territory.   

Å Rate for educational purposes (4.0% unit maximum under current law): The K-8 and 

9-12 rates are each capped at 3.5%; the combined rate cannot exceed 4.0%. 

Å Rate for operations and maintenance purposes (.75% unit maximum under current 

law): The K-8 and 9-12 rates are each capped at .55%; the combined rate cannot 

exceed .75%.  

Å Rate for special education purposes (.80% unit maximum under current law):  .40% 

maximum rate for K-8 special education purposes, and .40% maximum rate for 9-12 

special education purposes.  

Å All other rates are subject to unit district maximums.  
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5.  Who serves on a hybrid districtôs school board?  Who votes to elect them?  

All hybrid board members will be elected at-large from the entire territory included in the 

district. Anyone living in the territory, whether for high school purposes only or K-12 purposes, 

will vote to elect the board.  The bill includes protections for voters living in the different parts 

of the territory to ensure the board does not unfairly try to raise elementary or high school taxes 

for the benefit of a particular subset of voters.       

 

6.  How does the formation of hybrid districts affect General State Aid?  

When determining General State Aid, the equalized assessed valuation (EAV) for hybrid 

districts will be determined by adding a K-8 EAV and a 9-12 EAV.  The total for K-8 and 9-12 

is 3.00%, which is the same rate for current unit districts.  The K-8 rate of 2.08% and 9-12 rate 

of .94 percent were established by taking the current elementary and high school EAV rates 

(2.30% and 1.05%), and reducing each proportionally so that the overall rate is equal to 3.00%.  

7. Will school business officials be able to administer hybrid districts, and will county 

clerks be able to figure out the tax levies?  

The hybrid districts will require the establishment of a few additional subfunds not required for 

traditional unit districts.  However, school districts are used to accounting for subfunds from 

multiple restricted sources (state, federal, specific grant programs, etc.) and the fund accounting 

for the new districts will not involve much additional complexity.    
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 One must also remember that two or more old districts will be dissolved in the formation of 

the new district. Consequently, the overall number of tax levies, funds, etc. will be substantially 

reduced for the territory.   One business official will administer one set of books for a hybrid 

district, rather than multiple district business officials administering multiple sets of books.  

County clerks would actually be dealing with fewer levies than prior to the creation of the 

hybrid district.  County clerks will be able to rely on the boundaries of the old districts when 

determining the tax levies.  

C. GENERAL QUESTIONS REGARDING CONSOLIDATIONS UNDER 

ARTICLE 11E  

1.  In general, what is the process for undertaking a school district reorganization?  

 
A feasibility study may be conducted to assess options, or data may be gathered 
less formally by school boards or interested citizens  

Å A petition is filed with the appropriate regional office of education  

Å The regional office publishes notice of a hearing  

Å A hearing is held to consider the petition  

Å The regional superintendent makes a decision to approve or deny the petition  

Å The State Superintendent reviews the information from the local hearing and 

makes a decision to approve or deny the petition  

Å If approved, the regional superintendent certifies the public question for the ballot  

Å Citizens vote  

 

2.  Who must approve the filing of a petition under Article 11E?  

 

Section 11E-35 provides that a petition shall be filed with the regional superintendent of schools 

of the educational service region in which the territory described in the petition or that part of the 

territory with the greater percentage of equalized assessed valuation is situated.  

3.  Does P.A. 94-1019 change the petition requirements under prior law?  

Only minimally.  Under Article 11E, petitions must be signed by at least 50 legal resident voters 

or 10% of legal resident voters, whichever is less, or approved by the boards of each affected 

district. These are the same requirements set forth in three of the School Code reorganization 

articles consolidated into 11E.  Unit district formations under the prior Article 11A had the same 

requirements, but also required the signature of 200 voters in the territory if the petition was not 

approved by the boards.  While the 200 voter signature requirement was not carried over to 

Article 11E for consistency purposes, this is not a substantial change.  Any unit district formation 

involving four districts will automatically meet the 200 voter signature requirement, and ISBE 

had not found the 200 voter signature requirement to be an impediment to getting a petition on 

the ballot.  

4.  What must be included on a petition?  
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 a. A request to submit the proposition at a regular scheduled election  

 b. A description of the territory comprising the districts proposed to be dissolved and those 

to be created  

 c. The maximum tax rates for various purposes which the proposed district(s) shall be 

authorized to levy, with PTELL information if necessary  

 d. Allocation of supplementary State deficit difference payments among proposed districts 

 e. Division of assets and liabilities  

 f. f desired, a request to elect school board members at the same election by  

separate ballot  

g. If desired, a request that board members for a unit district (other than a partial elementary 

unit district) be elected by school board districts rather than at large  

 h. If desired, a request to submit the format for the election of a new high school board as 

part of a unit to dual conversion proposition   

 i. If desired, a request to submit a proposition by separate ballot for authority to issue bonds 

 j. A designation of a committee of ten of the petitioners (Committee of Ten)  

 

5.  How are tax rates for the proposed district specified on the petition?  

Section 11E-80 distinguishes formation of a district subject to PTELL from a district not 

subject to PTELL.    

Proposed district not subject to PTELL:  
A non-PTELL district, other than a partial elementary unit district ("hybrid district") must 

include in the petition:  

 A. The maximum rates for educational, operations and maintenance, and pupil 

transportation purposes, subject to the rate limitations in Sections 17-2 and 17-3; and  

B. If the new district wants to secure authority to levy other taxes above the permissive 

rates, then those maximum rates must also be included.  For example, such additional levies 

might be needed for special education, leasing of educational facilities or computer 

technology, capital improvement, and fire prevention and safety.   

Where a partial elementary unit district ("hybrid district") not subject to PTELL will be 

formed, Section 11E-90(b) or 11E-95(b) provides the necessary purposes and tax rate 

information.  Generally, the petition must include:  

A. The maximum rates for both K-8 and 9-12 educational, operations and 

maintenance, and special education purposes;  

B. The maximum rate for pupil transportation purposes; and  

C. If the new district wants to secure authority to levy other taxes above the permissive 

rates for unit districts, then those maximum rates must also be included.    

Proposed district subject to PTELL:  
A proposed district subject to PTELL must include in the petition: 

 A. The purpose for each and every tax that the new district will be authorized to levy;  

 B. The maximum rates;   
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 C. The aggregate extension base in accordance with Section 18-210 of the Property Tax 

Code; and  

D. If desired, the debt service extension base under Section 18-212 of the Property Tax 

Code.  

If a partial elementary unit district ("hybrid district") subject to PTELL will be formed, the 

petition must also indicate whether the tax is for K-8 or 9-12 purposes to the extent required 

by Section 11E-90 or Section 11E-95.    

6. What is the Committee of Ten? Who is usually included, and how does it 

operate?  

A committee of ten of the petitioners will be designated in the petition.  The Committee of Ten 

acts as attorney in fact for all petitioners, may amend the petition in all respects (with exceptions 

for increasing or decreasing territory in a unit district formation), and may make binding 

stipulations on behalf of all petitioners as to any question with respect to the petition.  While the 

Committee of Ten technically doesnôt come into existence until designated in the petition, the 

reality is most committees form prior to the petition to work on the items needed in the petition.  

That committee then becomes the ñCommittee of Tenò when it is formally designated in the 

petition.  

It is the duty of the petitioners to complete the items required in the petition.  As 

representatives of all the petitioners, this duty usually falls to the Committee of Ten.  Also, 

most parents/taxpayers will want to know additional information regarding the proposed new 

district(s) such as: curriculum, extra-curricular offering, facility usage, transportation issues, 

etc.  Most Committees of Ten also formulate plans for the new district(s) in these areas for 

presentation at the local hearing and community and board meetings.  Committees of Ten 

often form sub-committee work groups to develop these plans as well as the information 

required for the petition.  Usually, one or two members from the Committee of Ten serve on 

each sub-committee work group along with additional community members.  

7. What districts have the right to be notified of and vote on a school district 

reorganization?  

ñAffected districtsò have the right to be notified of and vote on the reorganization.  

Section 11E-10 defines ñaffected districtò as:  

Any school district with territory included in a petition for reorganization  

under this Article that encompasses (i) 25% or more of the total land area  

of the district, (ii) more than 8% of the student enrollment of the district,  

or (iii) more than 8% of the equalized assessed valuation of the district.  

8. What notices must be given when a petition is filed?  
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 Section 11E-40 states that upon filing of the petition, the regional superintendent shall cause a 

copy of the petition to be given to each school board of the affected districts and to the regional 

superintendent of any other educational service region in which territory described in the 

petition is situated.  

The regional superintendent also must publish notice at least once each week for 3 successive 

weeks in at least one newspaper of general circulation in the area.  The notice shall state when 

and to whom the petition was presented, the prayer of the petition, descriptions of the territories 

proposed to be dissolved and created, and the day on which the hearing shall be held. If 

applicable, at the same election but by separate ballots, the notice also must include the 

proposition to elect school board members and any proposition to issue bonds, including the 

amount and purpose.  

9. What are the hearing requirements? Who conducts it and how is it conducted?  

No more than 15 days after the last date on which notice was published, the regional 

superintendent with whom the petition is required to be filed shall hold a hearing.  Prior to the 

hearing, the Committee of Ten shall submit maps showing the districts involved and other 

pertinent information.  The regional superintendent shall allow for public testimony on the action 

proposed in the petition. Any regional superintendent entitled to notice and any resident or 

representative of a school district in which any territory described in the petition is situated may 

appear in person or through an attorney to provide oral or written testimony or both.  The 

regional superintendent must arrange for a written transcript of the hearing.  

The regional superintendent shall allow for public testimony and shall present or arrange to 

have presented the following:   
¶ Evidence as to the school needs and conditions of the affected districts and in the area 

adjacent thereto  

¶ Evidence with respect to the ability of the proposed district(s) to meet ISBE recognition 

standards  

¶ A consideration of the division of funds and assets  

¶ A description of the maximum tax rates and if applicable, the specifications related to 

PTELL  

 

10. Who must approve the petition prior to it being placed on the ballot?  Can these 

decisions be challenged in court?  

Within 14 days after the conclusion of the hearing, the regional superintendent must approve or 

deny the petition through a written order.  Failure to act within 14 days shall be deemed a 

denial.  

The regional superintendent shall submit the decision and all evidence to the State 

Superintendent of Education. The State Superintendent shall review the petition, the record of 

the hearing, and the written order (if any).  Within 21 days after the receipt of the regional 
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 superintendentôs decision, the State Superintendent shall approve or deny the petition through 

a written order.  If denied, the State Superintendent shall set forth in writing the basis for denial.  

The decision of the State Superintendent is a final administrative decision subject to the 

Administrative Review Law.  Any resident of any territory described in the petition who 

appears in support of or opposition to the petition at the hearing or any petitioner or any school 

board of any district in which territory described in the petition is situated may, within 35 days 

after receipt of the decision by certified mail, appeal.  

11.  Does P.A. 94-1019 eliminate the role for the Regional Board of School Trustees?  

The regional board of school trustees does not play a role in the reorganization types included in 

Article 11E. It is only involved in detachments and dissolutions under Article  

7.  P.A. 94-1019 has no impact on its role.  

12.  Who is responsible for paying the costs associated with a reorganization?  

The petitioners are responsible for paying the costs of notices and transcripts. Some prior 

reorganization articles required these costs to be split with the regional superintendent, but in 

Article 11E these costs are placed on the petitioners.    

13. What protections are included in P.A. 94-1019 to ensure viable school districts result 

from school district reorganizations?  

All reorganizations under Article 11E must be approved by a majority vote in each of the 

affected districts. In addition, Article 11E has several protections against allowing a 

reorganization that will not form a viable district.  Both the regional superintendent and the 

State Superintendent have to approve the petition before it ever gets on the ballot.  During this 

review, the regional superintendent and State Superintendent must consider the needs of the 

proposed districts and the surrounding districts, and determine whether viable districts will 

result from the reorganization.    

14.  What are the general election procedures under Article 11E?  

Elections are conducted in accordance with the general election law.  The regional 

superintendent is the election authority who orders the elections and certifies the reorganization 

question, candidates for newly created school boards, and a proposition to issue bonds, if any, to 

the county clerk for placement on the ballot.  When board members are elected for a new district, 

the regional superintendent calls the organizational meeting and certifies the officers.  

15.  What are the passage requirements for a reorganization question?  

For an optional elementary unit district, a majority of the electors voting in the high school 

district and a majority of the voters in at least one affected elementary district must vote in 
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 favor of the proposition.  

For an elementary district electing to join an optional elementary unit district (opt-in), a 

majority of the electors voting in that elementary district only is required.  

In all other cases under Article 11E, a majority of the electors voting at the election in each 

affected district must vote in favor of the proposition.  

16.  If approved, when does the reorganization go into effect?  

The change becomes effective after the time for appeal has run; however, the administration 

shall not be affected until the July 1 following the date that the school board election is held for 

the new district(s).  The effective date for purposes of administration and attendance may be 

accelerated or postponed by stipulation and with the approval of the regional superintendent.  

17.  What actions can be taken prior to the effective date of the new district?  

After the new board has organized and elected officers, but before the effective date of the 

reorganization, the new board shall have the following powers if the existing districts so allow by 

stipulations approved by the regional superintendent:   
¶ Establish a tax levy  

¶ Enter into agreements for depositing and investing funds  

¶ Conduct a search for a superintendent and enter an employment contract  

¶ Conduct a search for other administrators and staff and enter employment 

contracts  

¶ Engage the services of accountants, architects, attorneys, and other consultants  

¶ Plan for the administrative transition  

¶ Bargain collectively  

¶ Expend funds from the levy and from the existing districts to meet payroll and other 

essential operating expenses  

¶ Issue bonds under Section 17-2.11 (Fire Prevention & Safety)  

 

18. What happens to the tenured teaching staff of districts involved in a 

reorganization?  

Upon the effective date of a school district reorganization, the positions of tenured teachers 

shall be transferred in accordance with Section 24-12.  Tenure is not lost and transferred 

teachers shall be treated as if they had been employees of the new district during the time 

they were employed by the original district.  

Article 11E also provides specific requirements in the case of a school district conversion or 

multi-unit conversion.  Positions of tenured teachers that, during the 5 school years immediately 

preceding the effective date of change, were full -time positions in grades 912 shall be transferred 
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 to control of the school board of the high school or combined high schoolïunit district. 

Positions of tenured teachers that, during the 5 years immediately preceding the effective date of 

change, were full -time positions in K-8 shall be transferred to the control of the school board of 

the newly created successor elementary district. Positions of tenured teachers that were full-time 

positions not required to be transferred to either shall be transferred to the control of whichever 

of the boards the teacher shall request. If neither the original district nor the newly created 

district can stipulate as to where a position is transferred, the regional superintendent shall make 

the determination.  

19. When districts combine or consolidate, the teaching staffs tend to have their pay scales 

equalized by bumping everyone up to the highest-paid districtôs level.  Are there any 

exemptions for these adjustments from the 6% Teachersô Retirement System (TRS) cap?  

NOTE: THE ANSWER BELOW APPLIES IF AND WHEN SENATE BILL 49 

BECOMES LAW.  

Yes. Newly amended Section 16-158 of the Pension Code (40 ILCS 5/16-158) requires a 

teacherôs same employer to pay TRS the present value of the increase in pension benefits that 

results from that portion of a salary increase in excess of 6%.  However, the same Section also 

states that a transfer in teaching position due to school district reorganization shall constitute a 

change in employer.  Because the new district will not be the same employer for this purpose, it 

will not be required to pay the increase to TRS.   

20. How does a school district reorganization impact Adequate Yearly Progress status 

under the No Child Left Behind Act and the School Code?  

When two or more districts are involved in a school district reorganization that results in the 

formation of one or more new districts, the new district(s) will assume the most favorable 

improvement status level ï at each of the state and federal levels ï of the districts involved in 

the reorganization. For example, if District D is in the third year of improvement status, and it 

combines with District E which is in the fifth year of improvement status, the new District DE 

will assume the third year of improvement status.  

21. How does a school district reorganization impact approved waivers and 

modifications?  

Newly created districts under Article 11E must apply for waivers and modifications regardless 

of whether any of the former districts had a previously approved waiver or modification. 

Pursuant to Section 2-3.25g, all residents must have an opportunity to give input on the waiver 

or modification at a public hearing prior to application.  

D.  INCENTIVES  
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 1.  How does P.A. 94-1019 change the incentive structure for reorganizations?  

Article 11E carries forward the reorganization incentive structure in current law and 

applies these incentives to the new reorganization types.  

2. Do districts get state assistance for conducting studies to investigate 

reorganization options?  Is there money in the FY 07 budget for this?  

Yes and yes. Districts can receive financial assistance from the State in order to hire a 

consultant to conduct a School District Reorganization Feasibility Study.  Feasibility studies 

are a tool to be used by school districts wanting to investigate the advantages and/or 

disadvantages of reorganization options.  The State of Illinois Fiscal Year 2007 budget 

appropriates $300,000 to ISBE for School District Reorganization Feasibility Studies.  

3.  How do school districts apply and qualify for feasibility study funds?  

Interested school districts submit a proposed agreement with an independent contractor(s) to 

their Regional Office of Education (ROE).  The ROE reviews the agreement for approval and 

submits to the State Board of Education (ISBE) for final approval.  The school board of each 

district involved must approve, by board action, the initiation of the feasibility study, and the 

superintendent of each district must sign the feasibility study agreement prior to submission to 

the ROE.  Feasibility study funds are available on a ñfirst come ï first servedò basis.    

Questions on feasibility studies and funding can be addressed to: Michelle Heninger, School 

Business and Support Services Division Illinois State Board of Education 217/785-8779 -

mheninge@isbe.net  

 

4.  How much is in the budget for reorganization incentives?  

The State of Illinois Fiscal Year 2007 budget appropriates $7,550,000 to ISBE for School 

District Reorganization Incentive payments.  All incentives are fully funded at this time.  

5.  Please explain the types of reorganization incentives included in Article 11E.  

The four School District Reorganization Incentives are:   
Å General State Aid Difference: paid if the General State Aid Entitlement (GSA) for 

the newly reorganized district(s) for the first year of existence is less than the 

GSA would have been that same year on the basis of the previously existing 

districts  

Å Salary Difference: for teachers employed in each newly reorganized district who 

were also employed in one of the previously existing districts, calculates the 

difference between what those teachers were paid in their original district for the 

last year of existence and what they would have been paid if placed on the highest 

salary schedule of the districts forming the newly reorganized district  
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 Å Deficit Fund Balance: calculates each previously existing districtôs fund 

balances by combining the Education, Operations and Maintenance, 

Transportation, and Working Cash funds; if any previously existing district has a 

combined deficit fund balance, the incentive pays the difference between the 

lowest deficit and the other deficits; a positive combined fund balances is 

considered a deficit of $0; for districts with a deficit, an additional calculation 

compares current year expenditures to prior 3-year average expenditures, with the 

incentive being reduced by the excess if the current year expenditures are greater 

than the prior 3-year average  

Å $4,000 per Certified Staff: $4,000 paid for each full-time, certified staff member 

employed by each reorganized district  

 

E.  FIRST STEPS AND FURTHER QUESTIONS  

1. If a school board is interested in exploring reorganization options, what are the first 

steps?  

The following are suggestions only.  Since each school district is unique, how it first 

explores reorganization options will vary.   

A school board should first assess its own districtôs situation to discover which option or 

options would most benefit the districtôs students, parents, and taxpayers.  Inquiry letters could 

then be sent out to neighboring districts to gauge interest in reorganization.  Interested districts 

can discuss reorganization options during board meetings, joint board meetings, community 

meetings, and/or small group meetings.  Interested districts may also apply for Reorganization 

Feasibility Study funding in order to hire a consultant to report on their specific situation.  

It is best for a school board exploring reorganization options to continually communicate with its 

public. A referendum is more likely to be successful with community buy-in.  A board should 

keep its local regional superintendent informed of its discussions and progress.  

2. If a citizen is interested in exploring reorganization options, what are the first steps?  

The following are suggestions only. Since each school district is unique, how citizens first 

explore reorganization options will vary.   

A citizen should assess his own districtôs situation to discover which option or options would 

most benefit the districtôs students, parents and taxpayers. This could be done by gathering 

information about curriculum, finances, school buildings, student transportation, extra-

curricular activities and the communitysô feelings regarding reorganization. Inquiry letters 

could even be sent out to neighboring districts to gauge interest in reorganization. Citizens may 

present the information gathered to the local school board.  

If the citizen drive leads to the filing of a petition for school district reorganization, all 

requirements of Article 11E must be met, just as if a school board submitted the petition.  
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 3. Who can I contact for further information?  

ISBE provides technical assistance for districts or citizens investigating reorganization options. 

ISBE can also send staff members to interested communities to discuss these options.  

Questions on School District Reorganization options and process can be addressed to: Michelle 

Heninger School Business and Support Services Division Illinois State Board of Education 

217/785-8779  

mheninge@isbe.net  
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Appendix A 

Approximate Timelines 

for April 17, 2007 Election 
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The following are approximate timelines only.  Timelines would have to be adjusted 
based on the actual dates of the filed petition, the published notices, and the local 
hearing. 
 
Week of May 12, 2008 Approximate last week to file a petition under 

Article 11E with ROE & meet all other timelines 
 
May 19 ï May 25 ROE Publishes 1st Public Hearing Notice 
 
May 26 ï June 1 ROE Publishes 2nd Public Hearing Notice 
 
June 2 ï June 8 ROE Publishes 3rd Public Hearing Notice 
 
Not more than 15 days after the last date on which the required notice is published, the 
ROE holds the Public Hearing 
 
Between June 17 and June 23  Public Hearing 
 
June 24 ï July 7 Decision by ROE ï based on June 23 hearing 

date (14 days) 
 
July 8 ï July 9 Submit Hearing Documents to ISBE 
 
July 10 ï July 30 Decision by State Superintendent (21 days 

after receipt of ROE Decision) 
 
July 31 ï September 3 Time period to contest State Superintendent 

decision under Administrative Review Law (35 
days) 

 
September 4, 2008 Proposition Submitted to Proper Election 

Authority (61 days prior to election) 
 
November 4, 2008    General Election 
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 The following are approximate timelines only.  Timelines would have to be adjusted 
based on the actual dates of the filed petition, the published notices, and the local 
hearing. 
 
Week of October 13, 2008 Approximate last week to file a petition under 

Article 11E with ROE & meet all other timelines 
 
October 20 ï October 26 ROE Publishes 1st Public Hearing Notice 
 
October 27 ï November 2 ROE Publishes 2nd Public Hearing Notice 
 
November 3 ï November 9 ROE Publishes 3rd Public Hearing Notice 
 
Not more than 15 days after the last date on which the required notice is published, the 
ROE holds the Public Hearing 
 
Between Nov. 18 and Nov. 24  Public Hearing 
 
November 25 ï December 8 Decision by ROE ï based on November 24 

hearing date (14 days) 
 
December 9 ï December 10 Submit Hearing Documents to ISBE 
 
December 11 ï December 31 Decision by State Superintendent (21 days 

after receipt of ROE Decision) 
 
January 1 ï February 4 Time period to contest State Superintendent 

decision under Administrative Review Law (35 
days) 

 
February 5, 2009 Proposition Submitted to Proper Election 

Authority (61 days prior to election) 
 
April 7, 2009     Consolidated Election 
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Appendix B  

Comparison Chart of Article 11E  

to Prior School Code Reorganization Provisions 
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 Detachment/Annexation 

and 

Dissolution/Annexation 

(Article 7) (Not 

incorporated into 

Article 11E)  

Small Unit 

District 

Conversions 

(Article 7A)  

Unit School 

District 

Formation 

(Article 11A)  

School 

District 

Combination 

(Article 11B)  

School District 

Conversion 

(Article 11D)  

Conversion and Formation of 

School Districts (Article 11E)  

Types of 

districts 

involved  

Elementary, high school, 

or unit districts; for 

dissolution under 7-2a(b) 

and 7-11, district 

dissolving must have less 

than 5,000 residents  

Unit district 

with less 

than 250 

students in 

grades 9-12 

contiguous 

to a high 

school 

district (7A-

1)  

Dual territory 

(elementary 

and high 

school), 2 or 

more entire 

unit districts, 

one or more 

entire unit 

district with 

dual territory  

2 or more 

entire 

elementary 

districts or 2 

or more 

entire high 

school 

districts 

(11B-1)  

2 or more 

contiguous unit 

districts or 1 or 

more unit and 

one or more 

high school 

districts, all 

contiguous; 

none of the 

districts 

involved may 

have more than 

600 students in 

grades 9-12 

(11D-1)  

Depends on type of reorganization 

involved  

Minimum 

EAV 

requirements 

for involved 

territory  

No  No  At least 

$12,000,000 

EAV for dual 

territory 

consolidation; 

may have 

consolidation 

of dual 

territory with 

less than 

minimum 

EAV if ROE 

& State 

Superintendent 

determine 

consolidation 

meets 5 

specific 

At least 

$5,000,000 

EAV (11B-2)  

No  No  
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factors (11A-

2)  

Minimum 

population 

requirements 

for  

No  No  Not less than 

4,000 nor 

more than 

500,000 for 

dual  

Not less than 

1,500 nor 

more than 

500,000 

(11B-2)  

No  No  
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 Detachment/Annexation and 

Dissolution/Annexation 

(Article 7) (Not incorporated 

into Article 11E)  

Small Unit 

District  

Conversions 

(Article 7A)  

Unit School District 

Formation (Article 

11A)  

School District 

Combination 

(Article 11B)  

School District 

Conversion 

(Article 11D)  

Conversion and 

Formation of 

School Districts 

(Article 11E)  

involved 

territory  
  territory consolidation; 

may have consolidation 

of dual territory with less 

than minimum 

population if ROE & 

State Supt determine 

consolidation meets 5 

specific factors (11A-2)  

   

Petition 

filing 

requirements  

May be filed by the boards of 

each district affected, a 

majority of registered voters of 

each district affected, or 2/3 of 

the registered voters in the 

territory proposed to be 

detached; if there are no 

registered voters in the territory 

proposed to be detached, the 

petition may be filed by all 

owners of record of the real 

estate of the territory; any 

petition for dissolution can be 

filed by the board of education 

or a majority of voters in the 

district proposed to be  

Must be signed by 

at least 10% of the 

voters residing 

within each district 

affected (unit 

district and high 

school district) or 

by the boards of 

each district 

affected (7A-2)  

Must be signed by 200 

voters residing in at least 

¾ of the school districts 

or parts of districts and 

residing in the territory 

included in the petition 

and must contain 

signatures from the 

lesser of 50 legal 

resident voters or 10% of 

the legal resident voters 

from each district wholly 

or partially included in 

the petition, or must be 

signed by the  

Must be signed by 

at least 10% of the 

voters residing 

within each district 

or by the boards of 

each district 

(11B3)  

Must be signed 

by the lesser of 

50 voters or 10% 

of the voters 

residing in each 

affected district 

(11D-2)  

Must be signed by at 

least 50 legal 

resident voters or 

10% of legal 

resident voters, 

whichever is less, or 

approved by boards 

of each affected 

district. (11E-35(a))  
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 Detachment/Annexation 

and 

Dissolution/Annexation 

(Article 7) (Not 

incorporated into Article 

11E)  

Small Unit District 

Conversions (Article 

7A)  

Unit School 

District 

Formation 

(Article 11A)  

School District 

Combination 

(Article 11B)  

School District 

Conversion 

(Article 11D)  

Conversion and 

Formation of School 

Districts (Article 11E)  

 dissolved (7-1; 7-2; 

72a(a))  
 boards of each 

district wholly or 

partially included 

in the petition 

(11A-3)  

   

Petition 

content 

requirements  

1. If filed under 7-1 or 72 

and 

dissolution/annexation, 

petition shall request 

submission at regular 

scheduled election; 2. 

Except for petitions filed 

under 7-2a(b), any petition 

for dissolution must 

specify annexing school 

district or districts; 3. For 

Detachment/Annexation or 

Dissolution/Annexation, 

designate Committee of 

Ten when petition contains 

more than 10 signatures 4. 

For a petition for 

Detachment/Annexation or 

Dissolution/Annexation 

filed under Section 7-1, 

each page of circulated  

1. Request submission 

at regular scheduled 

election 2. describe 

territory of unit to be 

dissolved 3. describe 

territory of existing 

high school district 4.  

set forth maximum tax 

rates 5.  may request 

election of elementary 

board members at 

same election 6. 

designate Committee 

of Ten, if petition 

contains more than 10 

signatures. (7A-2)  

1. Request 

submission at 

regular scheduled 

election; 2. 

describe territory 

of proposed 

district; 3.  set 

forth maximum 

tax rates; 4. 

designate 

Committee of Ten; 

5.  may request 

election of board 

members by 

school board 

districts instead of 

at-large; 6.  may 

request election of 

board members at 

same election; 7.  

may request 

issuance of bonds 

on separate ballot; 

8.  may request 

that bonded 

indebtedness of  

1. Request 

submission at regular 

scheduled election; 

2. describe territory 

comprising the 

proposed district by 

districts; 3.  set forth 

maximum tax rates; 

4. designate 

Committee of Ten 5.  

may request election 

of board members at 

same election; 6.  

may request issuance 

of bonds on separate 

ballot; (11B-3)  

1. Request 

submission at 

regular scheduled 

election; 2. 

describe territory 

comprising 

proposed 

districts; 3.  set 

forth maximum 

tax rates for each 

proposed district;  

4.  set forth 

manner in which 

State deficit 

difference 

payment will be 

allocated among 

new districts; 5. 

designate 

Committee of 

Ten; 6.  define 

format for 

election of the 

new high school 

board; 7.  provide 

for the division of 

assets  

1. Request submission at 

regular scheduled 

election; 2. describe 

territory; 3.  set forth 

maximum tax rates; 4.  

set forth manner in 

which State deficit 

difference payments will 

be allocated among new 

districts; 5. address 

division of assets and 

liabilities; 6.  may 

request election of board 

members; 7. for units 

other than partial 

elementary unit district, 

may request election of  
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 Detachment/Annexation 

and 

Dissolution/Annexation 

(Article 7) (Not 

incorporated into Article 

11E)  

Small Unit 

District 

Conversions 

(Article 7A)  

Unit School 

District Formation 

(Article 11A)  

School District 

Combination 

(Article 11B)  

School District 

Conversion 

(Article 11D)  

Conversion and 

Formation of School 

Districts (Article 11E)  

 petition shall include the 

full prayer of the petition; 

each signature contained 

therein shall match the 

official signature and 

address of the registered 

voters as recorded in the 

office of the election 

authority having 

jurisdiction over the county; 

each petitioner shall record 

the date of his/her signing; 

each page of the petition 

shall be signed by a 

circulator who has 

witnessed the signature of 

each petitioner on that page 

(7-6(b-5), 7-2a(a), 7-6(c), 

7-1)  

 each existing district 

be assumed by 

entire territory of 

new district (for new 

district formed from 

entire territory of 2 

or more school 

districts (11A-3)  

 and liabilities to be 

allocated to the 

proposed new 

districts 8.  may 

request election of 

school board for 

each new district at 

same election; 9.  

may request 

issuance of bonds 

on separate ballot. 

(11D-2 and 11D-6 

for item #6)  

board members by district; 

8. for unit to dual 

conversion, may define 

the format for election of 

high school board 9.  may 

request issuance of bonds; 

10.  designate Committee 

of Ten. 11E-35(b)  

Notice of 

petition  
Notice given, by copy of 

petition, to board of any 

district involved in 

boundary change and to the 

Regional Board of School 

Trustees of any region 

affected (7-6(a) and 7-6(b))  

Notice given, by 

copy of petition, to 

board of each 

district affected 

and any other 

ROE affected (7A-

2)  

Notice given, by 

copy of petition, to 

board of each 

district involved in 

the proposed 

formation of new 

district (11A-3)  

Notice given, by 

copy of petition, to 

board of each 

district involved in 

the proposed 

formation of new 

district (11B-3)  

Notice given, by 

copy of petition, to 

each board of any 

district involved in 

the petition (11D-

2)  

Notice given, by copy of 

petition, to board of each 

affected district and any 

other affected ROE (11E-

40(a)).  



Abingdon/Avon/BPC Feasibility Study Part I Results Jan. 28, 2010 Page 

 
 67 

 

 

Committee 

of Ten 

requirements  

Needed when more than 10 

signatures on petition; 

attorney in fact for all  

Attorney in fact 

for all petitioners; 

may make binding  

Can amend the 

petition in all 

respects prior to  

Can amend the 

petition in all 

respects prior to  

Can amend the 

petition in all 

respects prior to  

Attorney in fact for all 

petitioners; can amend the 

petition  

 

 Detachment/Annexation 

and 

Dissolution/Annexation 

(Article 7) (Not 

incorporated into 

Article 11E)  

Small Unit 

District 

Conversions 

(Article 7A)  

Unit School 

District 

Formation 

(Article 11A)  

School District 

Combination 

(Article 11B)  

School District 

Conversion (Article 

11D)  

Conversion and 

Formation of School 

Districts (Article 11E)  

 petitioners; may make 

binding stipulations on 

behalf of all petitioners as 

to any question with 

respect to the petition or 

hearing or joint hearing; 

power to stipulate to 

accountings or waiver 

between school districts 

(7-6(c))  

stipulations on 

behalf of all 

petitioners as to 

any question 

with respect to 

petition or 

hearing; power to 

stipulate to 

accountings or 

waiver between 

school districts 

(7A-2)  

final decision of 

ROE (can not 

have increase or 

decrease of 

territory by more 

than 25%); can 

make binding 

stipulations on 

behalf of all 

petitioners as to 

any question 

with respect to 

the petition or 

hearing; can 

stipulate to 

accountings or 

waiver between 

school districts; 

may voluntarily 

dismiss petition 

at any time 

before final 

decision of ROE 

(11A-3)  

ROE final decision; 

can make binding 

stipulations on 

behalf of all 

petitioners as to any 

question with 

respect to the 

petition or hearing; 

can make 

stipulations for 

accountings or 

waiver between 

school districts; may 

voluntarily dismiss 

petition at any time 

before final decision 

of ROE (11B-3)  

ROE final decision; 

can make binding 

stipulations on behalf 

of all petitioners as to 

any question with 

respect to the petition 

or hearing; may 

voluntarily dismiss 

petition at any time 

before the final 

decision of ROE (11D-

2)  

in all respects (except 

that, for unit districts, may 

not increase or decrease 

territory by more than 25 

percent); make binding 

stipulations on behalf of 

petitioners (11E-

35(b)(10))  
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Regional 

superintendent 

decision  

N/A  Determines 

whether 

petitioners have 

paid expense of 

notice; 

determines 

whether the 

petition as filed 

is proper and in 

compliance with 

petition  

Determines 

whether petition 

is proper and in 

compliance with 

any applicable 

petition 

requirements of 

Election Code; 

hears evidence as  

Hears evidence as to 

school needs and 

conditions in the 

territory which will 

form the proposed 

new district and as 

to the ability of the 

proposed new 

district to meet the  

Determines whether 

petition is proper and 

in compliance with any 

applicable petition 

requirements of 

Election Code; hears 

evidence as  

Determines whether 

petition is in proper order 

and in compliance with 

Article 11E and Election 

Code and informs 

petitioners of such or of 

defects in petition  

 

 Detachment/Annexation 

and 

Dissolution/Annexation 

(Article 7) (Not 

incorporated into 

Article 11E)  

Small Unit District 

Conversions (Article 7A)  
Unit School 

District Formation 

(Article 11A)  

School District 

Combination 

(Article 11B)  

School District 

Conversion (Article 

11D)  

Conversion and Formation of 

School Districts (Article 11E)  
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  requirements of Election 

Code; hears evidence as to 

school needs and 

conditions in all territory 

described in petition and in 

area adjacent; hears 

evidence with respect to 

ability of elementary 

district to be created and 

high school district after 

annexation to meet 

standards of recognition; 

takes into consideration 

any division of funds or 

assets; determines whether 

it is for the best interests of 

the schools of the area and 

the educational welfare of 

the pupils; decision 

approving or denying 

petition within 14 days 

after conclusion of hearing 

(7A-2)  

to the school needs 

and conditions of 

the territory and 

adjacent area; takes 

into consideration 

the division of 

funds and assets 

which will result; 

determines whether 

it is for the best 

interests of the 

schools of the area 

and the educational 

welfare of the 

pupils; decision by 

ROE approving or 

denying petition 

must be made 

within 14 days after 

conclusion of 

hearing (11A-3)  

standards of 

recognition as 

prescribed by 

ISBE; decision by 

ROE granting or 

denying petition 

must be made 

within 14 days 

after the 

conclusion of the 

hearing (11B-3)  

to school needs and 

conditions of the 

territory and adjacent 

area; takes into 

consideration the 

division of funds and 

assets which will 

result; determines 

whether it is for the 

best interests of the 

schools of the area and 

the educational welfare 

of the pupils; decision 

by ROE approving or 

denying petition must 

be made within 14 

days after conclusion 

of hearing (11D-2)  

prior to hearing; (11E-40(d)) At 

the hearing, takes into 

consideration the school needs 

and conditions of the affected 

districts and in the area adjacent 

thereto, the division of funds and 

assets that will result from the 

action described in the petition, 

the best interests of the schools of 

the area, and the best interests and 

the educational welfare of the 

pupils residing therein; decision 

by ROE approving or denying 

petition must be made within 14 

days after conclusion of the 

hearing (11E50(a))  

 

 Detachment/Annexation and 

Dissolution/Annexation (Article 

7) (Not incorporated into Article 

11E)  

Small Unit 

District 

Conversions 

(Article 7A)  

Unit School 

District 

Formation 

(Article 11A)  

School District 

Combination 

(Article 11B)  

School District 

Conversion (Article 

11D)  

Conversion and 

Formation of 

School Districts 

(Article 11E)  
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Regional Board of 

School Trustees 

decision  

For petition filed under 71 or 7-2: 

Hearing by Regional Board of 

School Trustees of each region 

affected; (7-6(i), 7-6(k), 7-6(m)) 

For petition filed under 72a(b): 

Petition decided solely by the 

Regional Board of School Trustees 

of the region in which the ROE 

has supervision over the district to 

be dissolved; (7-2a(b) and 7-11)  

N/A  N/A  N/A  N/A  N/A  

State Superintendent 

decision  
For petitions filed under 7-1, if 

within 9 months after filing a 

petition it is not approved or 

denied by the Regional Board of 

School Trustees, the petitioners 

may submit the petition to the 

State Superintendent for approval 

or denial; the Regional Board loses 

all jurisdiction over the petition 

and all jurisdiction is transferred to 

the State Supt; the  

Reviews entire 

record of 

proceedings had 

before ROE; 

considers whether 

the proposed 

elementary 

district and high 

school district 

after annexation 

will have 

sufficient size and 

financial 

resources to 

provide and 

maintain a  

Reviews entire 

record of 

proceedings had 

before ROE; 

considers 

whether the 

proposed district 

will have 

sufficient size 

and financial 

resources to 

provide and 

maintain a 

recognized 

educational 

program; 

considers 

whether the  

Reviews entire 

record of 

proceedings had 

before ROE; 

considers whether 

proposed district 

will have sufficient 

size and financial 

resources to 

provide and 

maintain a 

recognized 

educational 

program; considers 

whether the  

Reviews entire 

record of 

proceedings had 

before ROE; 

considers whether 

proposed districts 

will have sufficient 

size and financial 

resources to provide 

and maintain a 

recognized 

educational program; 

considers whether 

proposed  

Reviews the 

petition, the 

record of the 

hearing, and the 

written order of 

the ROE; takes 

into consideration 

the school needs 

and conditions of 

the affected 

districts and in the 

area adjacent 

thereto, the 

division of funds 

and assets that 

will result from 

the action  

 



Abingdon/Avon/BPC Feasibility Study Part I Results Jan. 28, 2010 Page 

 
 71 

 

 

 Detachment/Annexation and 

Dissolution/Annexation (Article 7) 

(Not incorporated into Article 

11E)  

Small Unit 

District 

Conversions 

(Article 7A)  

Unit School 

District 

Formation 

(Article 11A)  

School District 

Combination 

(Article 11B)  

School District 

Conversion 

(Article 11D)  

Conversion and 

Formation of 

School Districts 

(Article 11E)  

 State Supt shall not be required to 

repeat any proceedings conducted, 

but is required to give and publish 

any notice and hold or complete any 

hearings that were not given, held, 

or completed (7-6(l))  

recognized 

educational 

program; considers 

whether the 

dissolution of the 

unit school district, 

creation of an 

elementary school 

district therefrom 

and annexation of 

the same territory 

to the existing high 

school district is 

for the best 

interests of the 

schools of the area 

and the educational 

welfare of the 

pupils; considers 

whether the 

territory of the 

proposed 

elementary district 

and the territory of 

the high school 

district after 

annexation are 

each compact and 

contiguous for 

school purposes; 

decision made 

within 30 days of  

proposed school 

district is for the 

best interest of 

the schools of 

the area and the 

educational 

welfare of the 

pupils; considers 

whether the 

territory for the 

proposed district 

is compact and 

contiguous for 

school purposes; 

decision made 

within 30 days 

of ROE decision 

(11A-3)  

proposed district is 

for the best interests 

of schools of the 

area and the 

educational welfare 

of the pupils; 

considers whether 

the territory for the 

proposed district is 

compact and 

contiguous for 

school purposes; 

decision made 

within 30 days of 

ROE decision (11B-

3)  

districts are for 

the best interests 

of the schools of 

the area and the 

educational 

welfare of the 

pupils; considers 

whether the 

territory for the 

proposed school 

districts is 

compact and 

contiguous for 

school purposes; 

decision made 

within 30 days of 

ROE decision 

(11D-2)  

described in the 

petition, the best 

interests of the 

schools of the 

area, and the best 

interests and the 

educational 

welfare of the 

pupils residing 

therein; decision 

approving or 

denying petition 

within 21 days 

after receipt of 

the ROE decision 

(11E-50(b))  
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 Detachment/Annexation and 

Dissolution/Annexation (Article 7) 

(Not incorporated into Article 

11E)  

Small Unit 

District 

Conversions 

(Article 7A)  

Unit School 

District 

Formation 

(Article 11A)  

School District 

Combination 

(Article 11B)  

School District 

Conversion 

(Article 11D)  

Conversion and 

Formation of 

School Districts 

(Article 11E)  

  ROE decision 

(7A2)  
    

Timing of notice 

of petition  
For petition filed under 71 or 7-2: 

Prior to Regional Board(s) of School 

Trustees hearing; notice published 

once; hearing held not more than 15 

nor less than 10 days after notice (7-

6(a) and 7-6(f) For petition filed 

under 72a(b): Prior to Regional 

Board of School Trustees hearing; 

notice published twice each week 

for two successive weeks; hearing 

held not less than 50 days nor more 

than 70 days after petition is filed 

(7-11)  

Prior to ROE 

hearing on 

petition; notice 

once each week for 

3 successive 

weeks; hearing 

held no more than 

30 days after the 

last date on which 

required notice is 

published (7A-2)  

Prior to ROE 

hearing on 

petition; notice 

once each week 

for 3 successive 

weeks; hearing 

held not more 

than 30 days 

after publication 

of notice (11A-

3)  

Prior to ROE 

hearing on petition; 

notice once each 

week for 3 

successive weeks; 

hearing held not 

more than 30 days 

after publication of 

notice (11B-3)  

Prior to ROE 

hearing on 

petition; notice 

once each week 

for 3 successive 

weeks; hearing 

held not more 

than 30 days after 

publication of 

notice (11D-2)  

Prior to ROE 

hearing on 

petition; notice 

once each week 

for 3 successive 

weeks; hearing 

held not more 

than 15 days after 

the last date on 

which required 

notice is 

published  (11E-

40(a)(2) and 11E-

45(a))  

Content of notice 

of petition  
For petition filed under 71 and 7-2: 

1.  When petition was filed; 2. 

description of territory; 3. prayer of 

the petition; 4. day on which the  

1. When & to 

whom the petition 

was presented; 2. 

description of 

territory of unit 

district to be 

dissolved;  3. 

description of  

1. When & to 

whom petition 

was presented; 

2. description of 

territory of 

proposed 

district; 3. if 

requested in the 

petition a  

1. When & to whom 

petition was 

presented; 2. 

description of 

territory of 

proposed district; 3. 

day on which 

hearing upon  

1.  when & to 

whom the 

petition was 

presented; 2. 

description of 

territory of 

proposed 

districts; 3. if 

requested in the 

petition a  

1. when and to 

whom the 

petition was 

presented; 2. 

prayer of petition; 

3. description of 

territory; 4. if 

requested,  
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 Detachment/Annexation and 

Dissolution/Annexation (Article 

7) (Not incorporated into Article 

11E)  

Small Unit 

District 

Conversions 

(Article 7A)  

Unit School 

District 

Formation 

(Article 11A)  

School District 

Combination 

(Article 11B)  

School District 

Conversion 

(Article 11D)  

Conversion and 

Formation of 

School Districts 

(Article 11E)  

 hearing or joint hearing upon 

petition will be held (7-6(f)) For 

petition filed under 72a(b): No 

specifics on contents of notice 

contained within Section 7-2a(b) or 

Section 7-11  

territory of 

existing high 

school district; 4.  

statement of 

maximum tax 

rates; 5. prayer of 

petition; 6. day on 

which hearing on 

petition shall be 

held (7A2)  

statement of the 

proposition to 

issue bonds and 

the amount and 

purpose; 4. day 

on which the 

hearing upon 

the petition will 

be held (11A-3)  

petition will be 

held (11B-3)  
statement of the 

proposition to 

issue bonds and 

the amount and 

purpose; 4. day 

on which hearing 

upon petition 

will be held 

(11D-2)  

proposition to 

elect board 

members; 5. if 

requested, 

proposition to 

issue bonds;  6. 

day on which 

hearing upon 

petition will be 

held. (11E-40(b))  
Payment for notice 

of hearing  
Petitioners pay expense of 

publishing notice; petitioners also 

pay expense of transcript taken at 

hearing or joint hearing (7-6(e))  

Petitioners pay 

expense of 

publishing notice; 

petitioners also 

pay expense of 

transcript taken at 

hearing (7A-2)  

No specific 

mention on 

party 

responsible for 

payment of 

notice; common 

practice is that 

ROE office 

pays for notice 

under 11A  

No specific 

mention on party 

responsible for 

payment of notice; 

common practice is 

that ROE office 

pays for notice 

under 11B  

No specific 

mention on party 

responsible for 

payment of 

notice; common 

practice is that 

ROE office pays 

for notice under 

11D  

Expense of 

publishing notice 

shall be borne by 

the petitioners 

and paid on 

behalf of the 

petitioners by the 

Committee of 

Ten; the expense 

of the transcript 

taken at the local 

hearing shall also 

be borne by the 

petitioners and 

paid on behalf of 

the petitioners by 

the Committee of 

Ten (11E40(a)(2) 

and 11E45(d))  
Administrative 

review  
Yes For petitions filed under 7-1 or 

7-2 ï within 35  
Yes ï within 35 

days of receipt of 

copy of State Supt  

Yes ï within 35 

days of receipt 

of copy of State 

Yes ï within 35 

days of receipt of 

copy of State Supt  

Yes ï within 35 

days of receipt of 

copy of State 

Yes ï within 35 

days of receipt of 

copy of State 
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Supt  Supt  Supt  

 

 Detachment/Annexation and 

Dissolution/Annexation (Article 7) 

(Not incorporated into Article 

11E)  

Small Unit 

District 

Conversions 

(Article 7A)  

Unit School 

District 

Formation 

(Article 11A)  

School District 

Combination 

(Article 11B)  

School District 

Conversion 

(Article 11D)  

Conversion and 

Formation of 

School Districts 

(Article 11E)  

 days of receipt of copy of Regional 

Board(s) or State Supt decision (7-

7) For petitions filed under 7-2a(b) 

ï within 10 days of receipt of copy 

of Regional Board decision (7-11)  

decision (7A-3)  decision (11A-

4)  
decision (11B-4)  decision (11D-3)  decision 

(11E50(c))  

Election required?  Election required for 

dissolution/annexation filed under 

7-1 or 7-2 (71, 7-2, 7-2a(a), 7-6(o), 

77.5) Detachment/Annexations to 

not have election requirement 

Dissolutions filed under 7-2a(b) do 

not have election requirement  

Yes (7A-4)  Yes (11A-5)  Yes (11B-5)  Yes (11D-4)  Yes. (11E-55)  

Notice of election  In accordance with general election 

law (77.5(b))  
In accordance with 

general election 

law (7A-4(b) and 

7A-4(c))  

In accordance 

with general 

election law 

(11A-5(b) and 

11A-5(c))  

In accordance with 

general election law 

(11B-5(b) and 11B-

5(c))  

In accordance 

with general 

election law 

(11D-4(b) and 

11D-4(c))  

In accordance 

with general 

election law; 

contents the same 

as in existing 

law. (11E-55(d))  
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Election approval 

requirements  
Majority of electors voting at 

election in each affected district (7-

7.7)  

Majority of 

electors voting at 

election in each 

affected district 

(7A-6)  

Majority of 

electors voting 

at election in 

each affected 

district; if 

territory  

Majority of electors 

voting within the 

territory of the 

proposed district  

Majority of 

electors voting at 

election in each 

affected district 

(11D-6)  

Majority of 

electors voting at 

election in each 

affected district.   

 

 
 Detachment/Annexation 

and 

Dissolution/Annexation 

(Article 7) (Not 

incorporated into Article 

11E)  

Small Unit 

District 

Conversions 

(Article 7A)  

Unit School District 

Formation (Article 11A)  
School District 

Combination 

(Article 11B)  

School District 

Conversion 

(Article  11D)  

Conversion and 

Formation of 

School Districts 

(Article 11E)  

 Detachment/Annexations 

and Dissolutions filed under 

7-2a(b) do noave election.  

 will be taken from a district 

to be part of the new unit 

district and that territory is 

25% or more of total land 

area or student enrollment of 

territory is greater than 8% 

and EAV of territory is 

greater than 8% of the total 

original district, then all 

residents of that district are 

eligible to vote on the 

consolidation question but 

not the bond question, if 

applicable; otherwise, 

consolidation question 

submitted only to voters of 

territory which comprises 

proposed new district (11A-7 

and 11A-8)  

(11B-7)   For optional 

elementary unit 

district, only 

requires majority of 

electors voting in 

high school district 

and majority of 

electors voting in at 

least one 

elementary district. 

For elementary 

district electing to 

join an optional 

elementary unit 

district (opt-in), 

only requires a 

majority of electors 

voting in that 

elementary district 

(11E-65)  

Effective 

date of  
Does not affect  Does not affect  Does not affect  Does not affect  Does not affect  Does not affect  
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change  administration of the  
administration 

of  
administration of  administration of  administration of  administration of  

 

 Detachment/Annexation and 

Dissolution/Annexation 

(Article 7) (Not incorporated 

into Article 11E)  

Small Unit District 

Conversions 

(Article 7A)  

Unit School 

District Formation 

(Article 11A)  

School District 

Combination 

(Article 11B)  

School District 

Conversion 

(Article 11D)  

Conversion and 

Formation of 

School Districts 

(Article 11E)  

 schools until July 1 following 

the date the petition is granted or 

upon which the election is held 

(7-9)  

the schools until 

July 1 following the 

date the board of 

education election 

is held for the new 

district (7A-8)  

the schools until 

July 1 following the 

date the board of 

education election 

is held (11A-10)  

the schools until 

July 1 following the 

date the board of 

education election 

is held (11B-9)  

the schools until 

July 1 following the 

date board of 

education election 

is held (11D-7)  

schools until  July 1 

following the date 

school board 

election is held.  

(11E-70(a))  
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Authority of 

new districts  
N/A ï no new district is formed 

in any option under Article 7  
1. Establish tax 

levy; 2. Enter into 

agreements with 

banks and deposit 

funds; 3. Search 

and contract for 

superintendent; 4. 

Engage 

professionals; 5. 

Plan for transition; 

6. Bargain 

collectively; 7.  

Expend funds to 

meet expenses of 

existing districts; 8.  

Expend funds in 

exercise of other 

powers; 9. Issue 

bonds. (7A-8)  

1. Establish tax 

levy; 2. Enter into 

agreements with 

banks and deposit 

funds; 3. Search 

and contract for 

superintendent; 4. 

Engage 

professionals; 5. 

Plan for transition; 

6. Bargain 

collectively; 7.  

Expend funds to 

meet expenses of 

existing districts; 8.  

Expend funds in 

exercise of other 

powers; 9. Issue 

bonds. (11A-10)  

1. Establish tax 

levy; 2. Enter into 

agreements with 

banks and deposit 

funds; 3. Search 

and contract for 

superintendent; 4. 

Engage 

professionals; 5. 

Plan for transition; 

6. Bargain 

collectively; 7.  

Expend funds to 

meet expenses of 

existing districts; 8.  

Expend funds in 

exercise of other 

powers; (11B-9) 

Note: 11B does not 

give the new board  

1. Establish tax 

levy; 2. Enter into 

agreements with 

banks and deposit 

funds; 3. Search 

and contract for 

superintendent; 4. 

Engage 

professionals; 5. 

Plan for transition; 

6. Bargain 

collectively; 7.  

Expend funds to 

meet expenses of 

existing districts; 8.  

Expend funds in 

exercise of other 

powers; 9. Issue 

bonds. (11D-7)  

1. Establish tax 

levy; 2. Enter into 

agreements with 

banks and deposit 

funds; 3. Search 

and contract for 

superintendent; 4.  

Search and contract 

for other 

administrators and 

staff; 5. Engage 

professionals; 6. 

Plan for transition; 

7. Bargain 

collectively; 8.  

Expend funds to 

meet expenses of 

existing districts or 

in exercise of other 

powers;  

 

 Detachment/Annexation and 

Dissolution/Annexation (Article 7) 

(Not incorporated into Article 

11E)  

Small Unit 

District 

Conversions 

(Article 7A)  

Unit School 

District 

Formation 

(Article 11A)  

School District 

Combination 

(Article 11B)  

School District 

Conversion (Article 

11D)  

Conversion and 

Formation of 

School Districts 

(Article 11E)  

    the power to issue 

bonds prior to new 

district taking effect  

 9. Issue bonds. 

(11E-70(c))  
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Teachers in 

contractual 

continued 

service  

Provisions of Section 2412 apply (7-

2a(b))  
Provisions of 

Section 24-12 

apply; For unit 

district:  1. 

positions of 

teachers in 

contractual 

continued service 

that were in grades 

9-12 last 5 years 

are transferred to 

annexing high 

school district 2. 

positions of 

teachers in 

contractual 

continued services 

that were in grades 

K-8 last 5 years are 

transferred to new 

elementary district 

3. positions of 

teachers in 

contractual 

continued service 

that donôt fall 

within #1 or #2 are  

Provisions of 

Section 24-12 

apply (11A-10)  

Provisions of 

Section 24-12 apply 

(11B-9)  

Provisions of Section 

24-12 apply; Teachers 

having tenure with the 

districts at the time of 

their dissolution shall 

be transferred: 1. to 

new high school 

district if employed 

full time in grades 9-

12 for preceding 5 

years; 2. to newly 

created successor 

elementary district if 

employed full time in 

grades K-8 for 

preceding 5 years; 3. 

full time teacher not 

falling within #1 or #2 

transferred based on 

request of teacher to 

new high school 

district or newly 

created  

Provisions of 

Section 24-12 

apply. (No 

changes to 

existing law) 

(11E-110)  

 

 
 Detachment/Annexation and 

Dissolution/Annexation (Article 

7) (Not incorporated into Article 

11E)  

Small Unit 

Distri ct 

Conversions 

(Article 7A)  

Unit School 

District 

Formation 

(Article 11A)  

School District 

Combination 

(Article 11B)  

School District 

Conversion 

(Article 11D)  

Conversion and 

Formation of 

School Districts 

(Article 11E)  

  transferred based 

on the request of 

teacher (7A-12)  

  successor 

elementary district 

(11D-10)  
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Limitations on 

contesting 

boundary 

change  

Within 2 years after the order 

annexing the territory is final or 

within 2 years after the date of the 

election if no proceedings to 

contest election are duly instituted 

or within 2 years after the final 

disposition of any proceedings 

which may be so instituted to 

contest such election (7-29)  

Within one year 

after the order 

providing for 

action is final or 

within one year 

after the date of the 

election if no 

proceedings to 

contest election are 

duly instituted or 

within one year 

after the final 

disposition of any 

proceedings which 

may be so 

instituted to 

contest such 

election (7A13)  

Within one year 

after the order 

providing for 

action is final or 

within one year 

after the date of the 

election if no 

proceedings to 

contest election are 

duly instituted or 

within one year 

after the final 

disposition of any 

proceedings which 

may be so 

instituted to 

contest such 

election (11A14)  

Within one year 

after the order 

providing for 

action is final or 

within one year 

after the date of the 

election if no 

proceedings to 

contest election are 

duly instituted or 

within one year 

after the final 

disposition of any 

proceedings which 

may be so 

instituted to contest 

such election 

(11B12)  

Not specifically 

mentioned within 

Article 11D  

No changes to 

existing law 

(11E115)  

Limitation on 

successive 

petitions  

May not come back with petition 

within 2 years of final 

determination of first proceedings 

unless during those 2 years a 

petition is filed that is substantially 

different, a school district involved 

is placed on academic watch or 

financial watch by ISBE, or is 

certified as  

May not come 

back with petition 

within 2 years of 

final determination 

of first proceedings 

unless during those 

2 years a petition is 

filed that is 

substantially 

different, a school 

district involved is  

May not come 

back with petition 

within 2 years of 

final determination 

of first proceedings 

unless during those 

2 years a petition is 

filed that is 

substantially 

different, a school 

district involved is  

May not come 

back with petition 

within 2 years of 

final determination 

of first proceedings 

unless during those 

2 years a petition is 

filed that is 

substantially 

different, a school 

district involved is  

May not come 

back with petition 

within 2 years of 

final determination 

of first proceedings 

unless during those 

2 years a petition is 

filed that is 

substantially 

different, a school 

district involved is  

No changes to 

existing law 

(11E120)  

 

 Detachment/Annexation and 

Dissolution/Annexation 

(Article 7) (Not incorporated 

into Article 11E)  

Small Unit 

District 

Conversions 

(Article 7A)  

Unit School 

District 

Formation 

(Article 11A)  

School District 

Combination 

(Article 11B)  

School District 

Conversion 

(Article 11D)  

Conversion and 

Formation of 

School Districts 

(Article 11E)  




